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June  29,  1864. — Ordered  to  be  printed. 

July  4,  1864. — Ordered,  That  3,0C0  additional  copies  be  printed — ^2,500  copies  for  the  use 
of  the  Senate,  and  500  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Navy  Department. 


Mr.  Hale,  from  the  Select  Committee  on  Naval  Supplies,  made  the  following 


REPORT. 

[To  accompany  bill  S.  No.  342.] 


The  Select  Committee  on  Naval  Su'pplies,  having  had  the  subject  under  con- 

siderationy  ask  leave  to  report:  * 

That  upon  entering  on  the  discharge  of  the  duties  assigned  them,  they  notified 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  of  the  nature  of  their  duties  and  invited  his 
co-operation  with  them  in  ferreting  out  frauds,  if  any  existed  in  his  department, 
and  inviting  him  to  be  present  at  any  of  their  meetings  which  he  might  desire 
to  attend ;  and  it  affords  the  committee  pleasure  to  be  able  to  state  that  their 
communication  was  received  by  the  Secretary  in  that  spirit  of  frankness  with 
which  it  was  made,  and  that  every  facility  in  his  power  was  extended  to  the 
committee  by  the  Secretary  to  aid  them  in  their  investigations  ;  and  although 
they  are  fully  aware  that  the  honorable  Secretary  needs  no  indorsement  at 
their  hands,  yet  they  feel  that  simple  justice  requires  them  to  say  that,  in  all 
their  investigations,  they  discovered  nothing  to  cast  a  suspicion  even  upon  his 
uprightness  as  a  man  and  his  integrity  as  an  officer.  As  public  attention  was 
first  called  to  this  subject  directly  by  the  publication  of  a  series  of  papers 
concerning  the  purchase  of  naval  supplies,  with  an  analysis  of  certain  navy 
contracts  by  a  mercantile  house  in  Boston,  viz :  Smith,  Brothers  &  Co.,  and  as 
the  matter  then  presented  was  deemed  of  sufficient  importance  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  to  submit  the  same  to  certain  heads  of  bureaus  in  the  Navy 
Department,  and  they  sevei’ally  made  answer  thereto,  the  committee  have  decided 
to  report  the  pamphlet  before  referred  to,  the  answers  of  the  chiefs  of  bureaus, 
and  the  rejoinder  of  Smith,  Brothers  &  Co.  thereto,  together  with  the  evidence 
taken  in  the  case,  leaving  the  Senate  to  form  such  conclusion  therefrom  as  the 
facts  and  allegations  therein  shall  justify. 

The  committee  will  now  present  to  the  Senate  certain  statements  of  facts 
which  they  think  the  evidence  by  them  taken  will  justify.  They  have  confined 
themselves  in  their  examination  to  recent  occurrences,  thinking  that  the  latest 
transactions  will  afford  the  best  evidence  of  the  present  state  of  affairs,  and 
show  most  clearly  what  are  the  evils  for  which  remedies  should  be  sought. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  your  committee  start  with  the  announcement  that  the 
investigations  which  they  have  made  satisfy  them  beyond  a  doubt  that,  in  the 


2 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


matter  of  naval  supplies  last  year,  the  government  has  been  grossly  defrauded 
hy  having  to  pay  most  exorbitant  and  enormous  prices  for  very  many  of  the 
articles  procured  by  contract  with  the  heads  of  several  of  the  bureaus.  They 
will  submit  a  few  of  the  more  gross  and  palpable  instances  in  support  of  this 
assertion,  and  suggest  some  of  the  means  by  which  these  frauds  have  been,  or 
many  have  been,  perpetrated. 

By  the  law  and  practice  as  existing  before  the  modifications  made  in  pursu¬ 
ance  of  the  legislation  of  the  last  session  of  the  last  Congress,  “  provisions  and 
clothing,  hemp,  and  other  materials  of  every  name  and  nature,  for  the  use  of 
the  navy,  and  the  transportation  thereof,  when  time  will  admit,  shall  hereafter 
be  furnished  by  contract  with  the  lowest  bidder,  as  follows  ;  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  shall  advertise  once  a  week,  for  at  least  four  weeks,  in  one  or  more 
of  the  principal  papers  published  in  the  place  where  such  articles  are  to  be  fur¬ 
nished,  for  sealed  proposals  for  furnishing  such  articles,  or  the  whole  of  any 
particular  class  of  articles  ;  specifying  in  such  advertisement  the  amount,  quan¬ 
tity,  and  description  of  each  kind  of  articles  to  be  furnished ;  and  all  such  pro¬ 
posals  shall  be  kept  sealed  until  the  day  specified  in  such  advertisement  for 
opening  the  same,  when  they  shall  be  opened  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the 
officer  making  such  advertisement,  in  the  presence  of  at  least  two  persons. 
And  the  person  offering  to  furnish  any  class  of  such  articles,  and  giving  satis¬ 
factory  security  for  the  performance  thereof,  under  a  forfeiture  not  exceeding 
twice  the  contract  price  in  case  of  failure,  shall  receive  a  contract  for  furnishing 
the  same ;  and  in  case  the  lowest  bidder  shall  fail  to  enter  into  such  contract 
and  give  such  security  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  fixed  in  such  advertise¬ 
ment,  then  the  contract  shall  be  given  to  the  next  lowest  bidder,  who  shall 
enter  into  such  contract  and  give  such  security.” 

This  was  substantially  the  law  as  passed  March  3,  1843,  with  various  modi¬ 
fications  and  amendments  from  time  to  time,  leaving  unaltered  the  main  features 
thereof,  so  far  as  the  form  and  mode  of  advertising  were  concerned,  until  the 
3d  of  March,  1863,  when  some  important  alterations  were  made,  which  will  be 
hereafter  noticed. 

Under  this  law,  persons  proposing  to  bid  for  any  class  of  articles  advertised 
for  were  referred  to  the  several  navy  agents  and  chief  of  bureaus  to  ascertain 
what  was  the  kind  of  article  wanted,  when  the  advertisement  did  not  give  that 
specific  information.  For  instance,  ‘^hydraulic  jacks”  are  advertised  for  with¬ 
out  any  further  specification.  Now,  the  person  who  would  bid  understandingly 
for  that  article  was  under  the  necessity  of  going  to  the  yard  where  they  were 
to  be  furnished,  to  Ascertain  what  was  the  precise  article  which  he  was  expect¬ 
ed  to  supply  under  his  bid. 

The  Navy  Department,  under  the  law  existing  prior  to  the  legislation  of 
the  last  Congress,  claimed  and  exercised  the  right  of  exacting  from  a  contractor 
the  supply  of  a  greater  amount  of  the  article  called  for,  and  did  not  consider 
itself  bound  by  the  quantity  specified  in  the  advertisement  and  contracted  for. 
After  all  the  modifications  and  alterations  of  this  law,  prior  to  the  act  of  March 
3,  1863,  it  still  retained  many  objectionable  provisions,  some  of  which  were  re¬ 
moved  by  that  act.  The  advertisement  being  for  a  class,  and  the  whole  class 
being  accepted  or  rejected  as  a  whole,  and  he  being  accounted  the  lowest  bid¬ 
der  whose  aggregate  amount  for  the  whole  was  the  least,  a  bidder,  by  ascer¬ 
taining  what  particular  item  would  be  required  only  in  small  quantities,  and 
what  articles  would  be  wanted  in  the  greatest  quantity,  was  enabled,  by  putting 
the  former  at  a  very  low  figure,  much  below  the  real  value  or  market  price, 
to  put  a  very  high  figure  on  those  articles  of  which  a  large  quantity  would 
probably  be  required,  and  thus  secure  the  contract  by  this  mode  of  bidding,  to 
the  exclusion  of  one  who  bid  a  fair  and  honest  price  for  each  article,  although 
the  latter  would,  in  fact,  be  most  advantageous  to  the  government. 

An  explanation  has  been  attempted  in  the  case  of  some  of  the  extraordinary 
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contracts  which  will  be  noticed  hereafter ;  hut,  in  the  opinion  of  your  commit' 
tee,  the  explanation  is  not  satisfactory. 

As  plain  facts  are  much  more  convincing  than  theory  or  speculation,  how¬ 
ever  ingenious,  your  committee  will  proceed  to  lay  before  the  Senate  the  par¬ 
ticulars  of  one  contract,  and,  having  noticed  that,  will  leave  the  Senate  to  draw 
such  conclusions  as  they  believe  are  inevitable  from  the  premises. 

April  7,  1863,  the  Navy  Department,  under  the  advertisement  of  the  Bureau 
of  Steam  Engineering,  contracted  with  Joseph  L.  Savage,  of  New  York,  for  a 
“class  of  miscellaneous  tools  for  engineers,”  at  the  following  prices,  viz: 


2,000  lbs.  of  cotton-wiping  waste,  80  cts.  per  pound, 

3  anvils,  about  200  pounds,  ^50  each . 

]  8  chopping  axes,  handled,  ^3  each . 

12  small  axes,  $l  50  each . 

6  calipers,  $2  each . 

6  dividers,  $2  each . 

4  grindstones,  150  pounds,  $30  each . 

6  hydraulic  jacks,  $290  each . 

4  scale  beams,  $50  each . . . 

12  sieves,  $5  each . 

50  scoop  shovels,  $2  each . . . 

6  steel  squares,  $2  each . 

6  iron  squares,  $l  50  each . 

4  doz.  Coe’s  monkey  wrenches,  ass’d,  $150  per  doz. 


a. 600. 

.fair  market  value  40  cents  per  pound. 

$800  00 ' 

150. 

,  $30  00  each . 

90  00 

54. 

.  I  25  each . 

22  50^ 

18. 

.  75' each.,.. . 

9  ©O’ 

12. 

,  50  each . 

3  oa 

12 

....  do . 

,  75  each . 

4  50 

120. 

4  ,50  each . 

18  00 

1,740. 

200. 

.  133  20  each . 

799  20 

,  6  50  each . 

26  00 

60. 

.  1  38  each . 

16  56 

100. 

.  95  each . . . 

47  50 

12. 

.  75  each . 

4  50 

9. 

.  23  each . 

1  38 

600. 

15  00  per  dozen . 

60  00 

4,687  1,902  14 


Your  committee  have  placed  in  a  parallel  column  what,  from  the  evidence, 
they  believe  to  have  been  a  high  market  value  of  the  articles  thus  purchased, 
from  which  it  will  be  seen  that  the  government,  under  the  operation  of  the 
law  as  administered  by  the  Navy  Department,  since  the  modifications  of  the 
*  law  by  the  last  Congress,  paid  an  advance  of  at  least  one  hundred  and  fifty 
per  cent,  over  and  above  the  fair  market  price  of  the  whole  class,  and  on  some 
of  the  articles — monkey  wrenches  for  example — exceeding  one  thousand  per 
cent. 

That  such  a  result  could  have  been  reached  from  an  honest  and  faithful  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  law  your  committee  do  not  believe.  There  is  fraud  on  the 
fafce  of  it,  and  they  will  proceed  to  state  some  of  the  circumstances  which,  in 
their  opinion,  are  worthy  of  consideration  in  tracing  it  to  its  proper  source. 

For  this  class  there  were  only  three  bidders — Henry  D.  Stover,  Joseph  L. 
Savage,  and  H.  J.  Collins ;  and  although  Savage’s  bid  was  thus  enormously 
high,  those  of  Stover  and  Collins  were  each  higher.  All  three  of  these  bidders 
were  doing  business  in  the  city  of  New  York.  The  place  where  the  articles 
were  to  be  delivered  was  Kittery,  in  the  State  of  Maine.  It  struck  your  com¬ 
mittee  as  exceedingly  strange  that  three  business  men  in  New  York,  without 
consultation  or  conference  among  themselves,  should  have  selected  this  place 
and  this  particular  class  of  articles  to  bid  for,  and  each  of  them  should  have 
concluded  that  one  hundred  and  fifty  per  cent,  above  the  market  price  was 
the  lowest  sum  with  which  they  would  be  satisfied.  And,  again,  it  appeared 
equally  strange  that  this  bid,  with  such  fabulous  and  enormous  prices,  should 
have  been  accepted,  and  a  contract  in  accordance  therewith  should  hav^  been 
executed.  Your  committee  believe  that  there  was  a  conspiracy  between  these 
three  bidders  to  defraud  the  government  in  this  particular  contract,  and  that  it 
was  carried  into  successful  operation ;  and  they  would  be  glad  to  believe,  if 
they  could,  that  this  fraud  was  thus  successful  without  co-operation  with  some 
one  in  the  department;  but  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case  lead  the  committee 
to  a^contrary  conclusion.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  the  custom  of  these  bureaus, 
as  your  committee  are  informed  and  believe,  to  indorse  on  the  envelope  the 
class  and  place  of  delivery  bid  for.  Thus  if  no  bid  is  received  for  any  one 
class  at  a  particular  yard,  it  is  in  the  power  of  those  in  the  department  to  an¬ 
nounce  that  fact  to  any  friends  they  may  wish  to  serve  that  such  is  the  fact, 
and  bids,  at  the  last  moment,  may  be  put  in  at  any  price  which  the  bidder  is 
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impudent  enough  to  demand.  It  may  here  be  asked,  Where  the  necessity,  if 
such  be  the  case,  of  putting  in  more  than  one  bid  ?  An  answer  to  this  inquiry 
is  found  in  a  statement  made  by  Mr.  Neally,  late  chief  clerk  of  the  Bureau  of 
Steam  Engineering,  in  which  he  says  a  hid  is  never  rejected  on  account  of  too 
high  price,  when  there  is  more  than  one  bidder.  Whatever  may  have  been  the 
purpose  of  establishing  such  a  rule,  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  its  direct  and 
natural  effect,  which  is  to  invite  and  encourage  conspiracies  to  defraud  the 
government.  For  while  a  single  dishonest  bidder  may  feel  that  if  he  bids  alone, 
at  an  extravagant  price,  he  is  liable  to  be  defeated  in  his  purpose,  by  this  ar¬ 
rangement  he  is  assured  that,  if  he  associates  others  with  him  in  his  fraudulent 
attempt,  he  multiplies  his  chances  of  successful  villany. 

This  contract,  as  will  be  seen,  was  made  on  the  7th  of  April,  1863,  and  the 
amendment  of  the  law,  in  regard  to  these  bids,  was  only  made  on  the  3d  of 
March  preceding ;  and  assuming,  as  every  one  must,  in  the  opinion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  that  this  bid  was  fraudulent  in  its  inception,  it  would  hardly  have  sug¬ 
gested  itself  to  any  one  not  informed  of  the  fact,  that  while  a  hid  might  be  re¬ 
jected  because  the  price  was  too  high  when  there  was  only  a  single  bidder, 
such  enormous  bids  as  this,  with  prices  one  hundred  and  fifty  per  cent,  above 
the  market  value,  would  he  received,  considered,  and  a  contract  made,  provided 
the  nlimher  of  bidders  exceeded  one.  Your  committee  can  see  no  rational  ex¬ 
planation  of  this  extraordinary  contract  except  this,  viz  :  Savage,  Stover,  and 
Collins  entered  into  a  corrupt  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  government,  and  were 
aided  in  this  purpose*  by  knowledge  improperly  obtained  that  there  were  no 
bidders  for  this  class  when  their  bids  Avere  put  in,  and  that  they  further 
obtained  knoAvledge  in  the  same  way  that,  no  matter  how  high  or  enor-  ^ 
mous  their  prices,  provided  two  or  more  entered  into  the  arrangement,  the 
lowest  bid  Avould  be  accepted.  Mr.  J.  L.  Savage,  the  contractor  in  this 
case,  Avas  before  the  committee;  stated  he  Avas  residing  at  Brooklyn,  was 
a  native  of  Washington,  resided  in  Washington  up  to  1860,  and  still  had 
a  place  of  business  in  Washington ;  that  he  was  not  in  company  Avith  C. 
W.  Scofield,  had  no  business  connexion  Avith  him,  but  he  had  an  office  in 
his  store,  and  a  desk  in  the  same  room  Avith  him ;  that  he  knew  nothing  about 
Scofield’s  bids,  had  no  consultation  with  him,  and  at  the  same  time  testifies 
that  he  had  not  interfered  with  classes  Avhich  he  bid  for,  and  he  had  not  bid  for 
them.  It  does  not  occur  to  your  committee  how  Savage  should  have  refrained 
from  bidding  in  competition  with  Scofield  if,  as  he  testified,  he  had  no  connex¬ 
ion  or  consultation  Avith  him,  and  that  he  and  Collins  and  Scofield  did  not 
know  of  each  other’s  bids.  Collins,  the  other  bidder,  had  a  poAver  of  attorney 
to  collect  the  payment  for  this  contract  of  Savage;  but  it  should  be  added 
that  Mr.  Savage  testifies  that  he  sold  the  contract  to  Collins. 

The  attention  of  the  committee  was  also  called  to  a  bid  in  the  Bureau  of 
Yards  and  Docks,  which  is  of  so  extraordinary  a  character  that  it  seems  to 
demand  a  passing  notice.  This  is  for  class  seven,  ship-chandlery,  at  the  New 
York  navy  yard.  It  was  awarded  to  a  Mr.  Bingham,  at  $17,778  23.  C.  W. 
Scofield  was  a  bidder  at  $18,053  90.  The  original  footing  of  Scofield’s  bid 
was  $12,053  90  ;  an  error  of  $1,000  was  discovered  in  the  bureau  after  the  bid 
was  handed  in,  so  that  it  should  liaA'e  footed  $13,053  90,  after  the  correction  of 
this  error.  Without  the  correction  of  this  error,  this  bid  would  haAm  been  fiA^e 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  twenty-four  dollars  and  thirty-three  cents  below 
the  next  bid,  Mr.  Bingham’s.  Such  being  the  state  of  these  two  bids  as  they 
were  originally  made,  Mr.  Scofield’s  bid  is  raised  by  the  sum  of  five  thousand 
dollars  in  one  single  article,  and  your  committee  do  not  find  there  AAms  any  other 
alteration  made.  This  alteration  of  Scofield’s  bid,  by  which  the  aggregate  was 
so  largely  increased,  was  effected  by  putting  a  unit  to  the  left  of  the  figures  65, 
which  was  the  sum  bid  for  hickory  huts  each,  and  there  being  five  thousand  of 
them  wanted,  the  addition  of  a  dollar  apiece  for  them  would  make  the  amount 
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of  five  thousand  dollars,  and  Scofield’s  hid  would  still  have  been  the  lowest, 
and  he  would  have  got  the  contract  after  this  amount  was  thus  added,  had  not 
an  error  been  discovered  in  his  original  computation,  which  being  subsequently 
corrected,  and  the  five  thousand  dollars  being  added,  made  his  bid  higher  than 
Mr.  Bingham’s,  and  he  thus  failed  of  realizing  anything  by  this  fraud. 

This  transaction  appeared  so  remarkable,  that  after  Admiral  Smith  had  tes¬ 
tified,  his  particular  attention  was  called  to  this  case,  and  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Bronaugh,  his  chief  clerk,  submitted  to  him  for  examination,  and  he  sent  to  the 
committee  the  following  answer,  viz  : 


“Xavy  Department, 

Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docksy  April  2,  1864. 

“  Sir  :  I  have  examined  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Bronaugh,  and  the  original  bids 
for  class  T — ship-chandlery  for  ordnance  department  at  the  Xew  York  navy 
yard.  It  is  evident  to  me  that  the  original  price  charged  in  Scofield’s  bid  for  the 
hickory  huts  was  sixty-five  cents,  and  the  aggregate  was  carried  out  accordingly; 
that  the  figure  1  in  the  column  of  dollars  was  added  subsequently,  but  the  ag¬ 
gregate  was  not  altered.  It  is  also  evident  to  me  that  the  alteration  in  price, 
the  aggregate  of  the  class  as  written  in  umrds,  and  Scofield’s  signature,  were  all 
written  by  the  same  hand  and  with  the  same  ink,  and  I  am  perfectly  satisfied 
that  this  vras  all  done  before  the  bid  came  to  this  ofiice. 

“  It  is  also  evident  to  me  that  the  alteration  in  the  price  and  the  error  in  the 
footing  were  interrded  to  deceive  the  bureau,  and  thereby  obtaiir  the  contract  at 
the  prices  stated,  and  that  this  attempt  at  deception  was  frustrated  by  the  vigi¬ 
lance  of  the  clerks  Avho  examined  the  schedule  of  offers.  It  is  further  clear 
to  me  that  the  clerks  who  examined  the  bids  could  have  made  no  change  with 
a  view  to  give  the  contract  to  Scofield,  because,  if  such  had  been  tho  intention, 
alterations  would  have  been  ma^  to  accomplish  the  object;  whereas,  by  the 
discovery  of  the  errors,  Scofield  failed  to  obtain  the  contract. 

“  In  tire  examirration  of  bids  it  is  ofterr  found  that  original  prices  have  been 
altered  by  the  bidders  themselves  before  sealing  and  handing  in  their  bids ; 
and  this  may  be  done  without  any  intention  on  their  part  to  deceive.  The 
bm*eau  advertises  four,  weeks,  and  the  bidder  may  prepare  his  offer  on  the  first 
appearance  of  the  advertisement  and  retain  it  in  his  possession  until  a  few  days 
before  the  expiration  of  the  time.  It  would  be  very  natural  for  him  in  such 
case  to  revise  his  bid  before  sending  it  in,  for,  in  these  times  particularly,  a  few 
days  may  make  an  important  change  in  the  price  of  many  articles,  and  the 
bidder  certainly  has  the  right  to  make  any  corrections  or  alterations  in  his  offers 
before  sealing  and  delivering  them  to  the  bureau,  though  it  would  be  better  that 
they  should  be  copied  over  in  a  fair  hand  before  being  sealed  and  delivered. 

“It  is  impossible  to  prepare  schedules  at  the  navy  yards  to  supply  all  of  the 
articles  which  may  be  required  for  a  year  in  advance.  The  bureau  has  made 
every  effort  to  have  the  schedules  made  as  full  as  practicable,  and  to  leave  as 
httle  to  be  supplied  in  open  purchase  as  possible ;  but  wants  daily  arise  which 
cannot  be  foreseen,  and  such  must  be  supplied  in  open  purchase. 

“  For  materials,  the  quantities  of  which  can  be  accurately  ascertained,  such  as 
building  materials,  fuel,  Ac.,  special  contracts  for  specified  quantities  should  be 
made ;  but  my  opinion  is,  from  long  experience,  that  the  best  way  to  procm’e  the 
thousands  of  miscellaneous  articles  required  at  the  navy  yards  will  be  to  pur¬ 
chase  them  in  open  market  at  the  lowest  market  price  as  they  shall  be  wanted 
for  use. 

“I  return  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Bronaugh,  handed  to  me  to  examine. 

“  I  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  vour  obedient  servant, 

“JOSEPH  SMITH, 


“Hon.  John  P.  Hale, 

^^L'nited  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C.” 


^Whief  of  Bureau. 
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In  this  letter  the  chief  of  the  bureau  candidly  admits  that  these  alterations 
were  fraudulently  made  with  an  intention  to  deceive,  but  he  is  perfectly  satis¬ 
fied  that  this  was  done  before  the  bid  came  to  his  office;  but  he  does  not  say 
that  he  is  perfectly  satisfied  that  this  alteration  was  made  before  Scofield,  by 
some  means,  obtained  knowledge  of  what  was  the  aggregate  of  the  next  highest 
hid.  It  was  an  enormous  alteration  in  the  price  of  a  single  article,  an  advance  of 
more  than  one  hundred  and  fifty  per  cent.,  and  increased  tHe  aggregate  of  the 
whole  bid  nearly  fifty  per  cent.,  and  still  kept  a  little  below  the  next  bid,  sup¬ 
posing  his  first  footing  to  have  been  honestly  made,  and  the  error  which  was 
discovered  in  the  bureau  to  have  been  inadvertently  made.  Notwithstanding 
the  confiddhce  which  the  chief  so  frankly  avows  in  his  clerks,  your  committee 
are  by  no  means  sure  that  this  increase  was  not  made  with  a  knowledge  im¬ 
properly  obtained  of  what  was  the  footing  of  the  next  highest  bid. 

Your  committee  will  not  pursue  this  examination  further,  but  leave  to  the 
Senate  to  form  their  own  conclusion  from  the  evidence  and  the  statement  of  the 
chief  of  the  bureau. 

In  regard  to  the  contract  of  Savage,  before  referred  to,  to  be  executed 
at  the  Kittery  navy  yard,  your  committee  would  remark  that  although 
it  is  certaiuly  true  that  by  law  the  Secretary  is  compelled  to  accept  the 
lowest  bidder,  yet  it  is  equally  true  both  in  law,  in  equity,  in  common 
sense,  and  by  the  universal  consent  of  all  civilized  nations,  that  fraud  vitiates 
every  contract  and  transaction  tainted  with  it.  And  it  is  further  true  that,  by 
the  law  of  March  3,  1863,  no  bids  having  nominal  or  fictitious  prices  shall 
be  considered.  The  authority  thus  conferred  on  the  department  to  reject  bids 
for  fictitious  prices  was  exercised  in  various  instances,  (see  report  of  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Navy,  December  7,  1863,  pages  868  and  869;)  and  one  case  is  found  in 
which  it  is  said,  “No  contract  was  made;  prices  too  high.” 

This  bid,  which  was  rejected  under  advertisement  of  February  13,  1863,  was 
class  33  for  hardware  for  Brooklyn  yard,  and  was  at  least  one  hundred  per 
cent,  above  the  market  price. 

This  bid  came  to  the  bureau',  as  is  alleged,  with  an  aggregate  footiug  of  the 
prices  of  $15,797,  the  correct  footing  of  which  was  $22,585  40. 

This  was  the  bid  of  Joseph  L.  Savage,  and  he  was  the  only  bidder  for  this 
class  at  the  Brooklyn  yard  at  this  letting.  As  this  bid  is  one  characteristic  of 
a  large  class,  your  committee  propose  to  call  attention  to  some  things  about  it 
which  to  them,  to  say  the  least,  appear  exceedingly  strange  and  unaccountable 
by  any  theory  consistent  with  the  integrity  of  those  acting  for  the  government 
in  this  matter. 

The  aggregate  of  this  bid,  as  originally  made  out  and  written  down  at  length, 
was  six  thousand  seven  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  and  forty  cents, 
($6,725  40.)  That  was  the  state  of  that  bid  when  it  was  completed,  and  by 
subsequent  alterations  and  erasures  and  additions  it  w^as  increased  to  twenty- 
two  thousand  five  hundred  and  eighty -five  dollars  and  forty  cents,  ($22,585  40,) 
thus,  by  this  means,  increasing  the  aggregate  of  the  bid  more  than  two  hundred 
per  cent.  The  chief  clerk  of  the  bureau,  avIio  appeared  before  the  committee  and 
was  examined  by  them,  swears  that  the  bid  as  it  now  is  is  just  as  it  was  when  it 
was  opened.  This  evidence  should  be  weighed  and  considered  along  with  the 
other  evidence  in  the  case  in  deiermining  how  the  fact  is.  In  the  first  place,  the 
clerk  does  not  appear  to  have,  nor  does  he  mean  that  he  has,  any  particular 
recollection  of  the  precise  facts  of  this  identical  bid,  but  swears  from  a  general 
belief  that  such  was  or  should  have  been  the  fact  in  all  cases.  Against  this 
statement  there  is  presented  this  question,  arising  on  the  face  of  the  paper,  viz : 
Does  it  appear  credible  or  even  possible  that  the  honest  correction  of  mistakes 
or  erroneous  estimates  of  prices  by  a  merchant  in  a  bid  deliberately  made  should 
carry  prices  from  six  thousand  seven  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  and  forty 
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cents  to  twenty-two  thousand  five  hundred  and  eighty-five  dollars  and  forty 
cents — more  than  two  hundred  per  cent.  ? 

This  question  appears  the  more  significant  when  we  look  at  the  mode  by 
which  this  result  has  been  reached. 

In  one  article  of  brass  screws,  of  which  there  were  to  be  purchased  one 
thousand  gross,  originally  bid  for  at  three  dollars  a  gross,  and  carried  out  cor¬ 
rectly  three  thousand  dollars,  the  three  was  subsequently  altered  to  nine,  mak¬ 
ing  the  amount  nine  thousand  dollars,  instead  of  three  thousand,  as  it  originally 
was,  and  by  this  single  operation  raising  the  price  six  thousand  dollars  ! 

Another  item  of  seventy-five  yards  iron  jack-chain,  originally  hid  for  at  41 
cents,  and  carried  out  correctly  $30  75,  has  a  figure  1  inserted  before  41, 
thus  making  the  bid  141  instead  of  41,  and  making  another  item  by  which 
the  hid  is  increased  seventy-five  dollars.  It  appears  strange  to  your  committee 
that  the  honest  correction  of  a  mistake  should  require  the  addition  of  a  dollar  to  a 
bid  which  must  be  supposed  to  have  been  understandingly  made  at  41  cents 
originally. 

•  Another  correction  of  this  kind  is  found  of  fifty  dozen  escutcheons,  thread 
brass,  assorted,  originally  bid  for  at  thirty  (30)  cents,  subsequently  changed  to 
one  dollar  and  thkty  cents,  ($1  30,)  the  original  carrying  out  of  the  price  being 
$15,  which  is  correct,  and  .the  addition  of  one  dollar  making  an  increase  of  the 
price  to  the  amount  of  fifty  dollars,  and  the  aggregate  sixty-five  dollars  instead 
of  fifteen.  These  alterations  appear  to  have  been  made  with  different  ink 
from  that  originally  used  in  making  the  bid. 

Another  con-ection  of  a  similar  character  is  where  100  pau’s  brass  butt  hinges, 
originally  bid  for  at  75  cents  a  pair,  and  a  figure  1  subsequently  inserted  before 
the  75,  making  the  bid  $1  75  a  pair,  instead  of  seventy-five  cents  a  pah,  as 
originally  bid.  • 

Another  instance  of  the  similar  correction  of  a  mistake  in  this  extraordinary 
bid  is  where  four  hundred  pairs  of  brass  butt  hinges,  originally  bid  for  at  30 
cents  a  pair,  and  carried  out  in  the  aggregate  correctly  at  $120,  has  by  the 
same  process  had  a  figure  1  inserted  before  the  30,  making  the  bid  $1  30  a 
pam,  instead  of  30  cents,  as  it  originally  was,  and  the  aggregate  $520;  making 
a  difference  against  the  government  in  this  article  alone  of  $400. 

Your  committee  forbear  to  pursue  this  particular  branch  of  inquiry  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  bid  any  further,  satisfied  that  from  the  cases  referred  to  enough  is 
shown  to  enable  any  one  disposed  to  pursue  the  inquiry  honestly,  and  to  give 
to  established  and  unquestionable  facts  their  just  consideration,  to  come  to  a 
fair  solution  of  any  question  which  the  facts  raise. 

In  the  first  place,  were  these  alterations,  thus  exhibited,  honestly  made,  and 
the  fair  correction  of  errors  in  prices  at  first  inadvertently  made,  and  upon 
subsequent  reflection  honestly  corrected  ?  To  that  question,  in  the  minds  of  your 
committee,  there  is  and  can  be  but  one  answer,  and  that  a  decided  negative. 

In  all  our  inquiries  about  this  bid,  let  it  not  for  a  moment  be  forgotten  that 
Mr.  Savage  was  the  only  bidder.  Nor,  in  the  opinion  of  your  committee,  can 
there  be  any  reasonable  doubt  that,  by  some  means  to  the  committee  unknown, 
Mr.  Savage  became  aware  of  this  fact  before  these  alterations  were  made ;  and 
having  this  knowledge — ^knowing  that  there  was  no  competition  to  contend  with — 
his  bid,  originally  $6,725  40,  is  suddenly  increased  to  $22,585  40;  and  that  this 
immense  increase  might  not  appear  too  startling,  a  false  computation  is  put 
down  at  the  sum  of  $15,860  40.  Your  committee  can  see  no  solution  of  this 
phenomenon  consistent  with  the  integrity  of  Mr.  Savage,  and  of  the  bureau. 
But  as  dishonest  avarice  not  infrequently  overreaches  itself,  and  in  its  en¬ 
deavor  to  grasp  too  much  loses  the  gains  it  might  have  made,  the  additions 
here  made  were  so  gross  and  extravagant  that  the  whole  bid  was  rejected  be¬ 
cause  the  bids  were  too  high. 

One  of  the  most  remarkable  cases  of  alteration  of  bids  is  in  the  Bureau  of 
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Construction — class  41,  glass,  New  York — Jos.  L.  Savage  being  the  only  bidder. 
This  contract  was  computed  and  footed  as  being  for  the  amount  of  $1,278  65; 
the  correct  computation  is  $1,478  65.  It  was  originally  completed  with  the 
aggregate  computed  at  $537  90,  and  so  written  out  at  length  and  so  given  in 
figures.  By  additions  and  alterations  this  sum  is  increased  to  $1,478  65  before 
the  contract  is  entered  into.  This  error  in  the  computation  was  noticed  in  the 
pamphlet  of  Smith,  Brothers  &  Co.,  before  alluded  to,  and  the  attention  of  the 
chief  of  the  bureau  making  the  contract  was  called  to  the  subject;  and  he 
thus  disposes  of  it  in  his  answer,  viz ; 

“  Class  41,  glass,  New  York,  Mr.  Savage,  contractor. — There  was  but  one  bid 
for  this  class,  and  in  making  the  computation,  (the  results  being  placed  in  an  in¬ 
dependent  column,)  an  error  was  discovered.  In  copying  for  the  printer,  the 
clerk  inadvertently  took  the  contractor’s  extensions.  There  is  no  error  in  the 
contract,  and  no  loss  to  the  government  can  arise.” 

It  is  rather  unfortunate  for  this  explanation  of  the  chief  that  no  such  compu¬ 
tation  as  that  published,  viz.,  $1,278  65,  was  made  by  the  contractor  in  any 
stage  of  its  alterations  from  $537  90  till  it  finally  reached  $1,478  65,  and  the 
chief  clerk  of  the  bureau,  on  his  examination  before  the  committee,  admitted 
he  could  give  no  explanation  how  that  result  was  arrived  at;  neither  could  the 
committee. 

Starting  with  the  fact  that  this  bid  was  originally  $537  90,  we  propose  to 
show  some  of  the  means  by  which  it  was  increased  to  $1,478  65.  In  the  first 
place,  fifty  dozen  hexagon  deck-lights  were  originally  bid  for,  at  $7  50  per 
dozen,  and  the  aggregate  was  correctly  carried  out,  $375.  Then  a  unit  was  in¬ 
serted  before  the  $7  50,  making  $17  50  per  dozen,  and  the  aggregate  is  made 
to  correspond  thereto  by  raising  it  to  $875;  and  thus  five  hundred  dollars  of 
the  increase  is  accounted  for.  Again:  twenty-four  lenses,  originally  bid  for  at 
ten  dollars  apiece,  were  raised  to  twenty  dollars  each,  and  we  thus  have  two 
hundred  and  forty  dollars  more  of  the  increase  accounted  for ;  and  add  to  this 
an  error  of  seventy-five  cents,  which  the  chief  clerk  swears  was  corrected  in 
the  bureau,  and  you  have  precisely  the  sum  of  $1,278  65,  the  amount  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Secretary’s  report,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  your  committee,  was 
the  true  state  of  the  bid  at  the  time  it  was  sent  to  the  printer.  How  the  amount 
was  subsequently  raised  to  $1,478  65  your  committee  are  unable  to  say. 

OIL  CONTRACTS. 

One  of  the  most  remarkable  features  of  these  very  remarkable  transactions 
is  the  contracts  for  sperm  oil,  under  the  advertisement  of  February  13,  1863, 
at  the  several  navy  yards,  all  made  with  H.  D.  Stover,  of  New  York.  At  the 
Kittery  navy  yard  there  was  no  contract;  at  Charlestown  the  price  was  $1  65 
per  gallon.  Burnet  Forbes  was  the  next  lowest  bidder,  at  $1  70  per  gallon. 
At  New  York  the  contract  was  awarded  to  Stover,  at  $1  68  per  gallon;  the  next 
lowest  bidder  was  Burnet  Forbes,  at  $1  70.  At  Philadelphia  it  was  awarded 
to  Stover,  at  $2  35.  The  next  lowest  bidder  was  Scofield,  at  $2  40  per  gallon. 

At  Washington  the  contract  was  awarded  to  Stover,  at  $2  44  per  gallon;  the 
next  lowest  bidder  was  W.  A.  Wheeler,  at  $2  46.  Thus  Mr.  Stover  took  the 
contract  for  sperm  oil  at  all  the  navy  yards  at  this’ letting,  at  prices  ranging  from 
$1  65  per  gallon  to  $2  44  per  gallon;  and  in  no  case  does  the  price  of  oil  as 
awarded  in  the  contract  with  Btover  fall  more  than  five  cents  below  the  next 
bidder,  and  in  two  of  the  cases  but  two  cents  below,  although  the  prices  range 
from  $1  65  to  $2  44  per  gallon;  and  what  renders  this  coincidence  the  more 
remarkable  is,  that  while  several  alterations  in  the  prices  are  made,  the  one  most 
significant  is  in  the  price  of  sperm  oil  delivered  at  New  York,  the  price  of 
which  was  originally  put  in  at  $1  40  per  gallon,  and  subsequently  altered  to 
$1  68  per  gallon,  just  two  cents  below  the  next  bidder.  Now,  the  committee 
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with  confidence  suggest  that  it  is  hardly  to  be  believed  that  it  falls  within  the 
range  of  human  sagacity  for  any  man  to  be  able  so  to  gauge  his  bids  for  articles 
to  be  delivered  at  different  places,  differing  so  widely  in  amount  as  these  do,  as 
to  fall  in  two  instances  two  cents,  and  in  two  others  five  cents,  below  the  next 
bidder;  and  credulity  on  this  subject  is  still  further  taxed  when  it  is  known 
that  one  of  these  bids,  originally  $1  40,  has  been  raised  to  $1  68,  still  keeping  the 
bid  the  lowest  by  two  cents. 

It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  this  alteration  of  the  bid  in  this  price  of  oil, 
from  one  dollar  and  forty  cents  a  gallon  to  one  dollar  and  sixty-eight  cents  a  gallon, 
is  very  adroitly  made  by  a  careful  erasure  of  40  and  68  written  over  the  place, 
evidei^y  intended  to  mislead  the  observer,  and  done  to  induce  the  belief  that 
$1  68  was  the  original  bid  ;  and  the  same,  substantially,  is  true  of  very  many 
of  the  other  alterations  before  mentioned,  though  some  of  them  appear  to  have 
been  openly  and  boldly  made.  It  is  difficult  to  perceive  why,  if  these  altera¬ 
tions  were  honestly  made,  in  good  faith,  when  the  bidder  had  a  clear  right  to 
make  them,  there  should  have  been  such  a  manifest  intention  to  mislead  or  de¬ 
ceive. 

After  these  bids  had  been  published  with  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  December,  1863,  at  the  commencement  of  the  present  session  of 
Congress,  and  the  pamphlet  of  Mr.  Smith,  of  the  firm  of  Smith,  Brothers  &  Co., 
of  Boston,  in  which  there  had  been  an  analysis  of  the  bids  attempted,  and  the 
correctness  and  fairness  of  some  of  these  contracts  had  been  arraigned,  had 
been  submitted  to  the  several  heads  of  bureaus  implicated,  they  severally  made 
their  answers  thereto;  and  in  regard  to  the  character  of  the  bids,  Mr.  John 
Lenthall,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction,  says : 

“  The  bids  have  been  examined  as  well  as  the  schedule  made  at  the  opening, 
and,  to  the  best  of  my  judgment,  there  have  been  no  alterations  made  further 
than  in  some  cases  to  change  the  incorrect  amounts  from  the  rectifications  made 
on  the  margins  of  the  bids ;  and  I  do  not  believe  they  have  been  in  any  way 
tampered  with.” 

B.  F.  Isherwood,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  in  his  answer, 
says : 

“An  examination  of  the  original  bids  and  of  the  schedules  of  them,  made  at 
their  opening,  does  not  show  that  any  alterations  have  been  made,  except  cor¬ 
rection  of  eiTors  of  computations  discovered  in  them  either  by  erasure  or  other¬ 
wise  ;  nor  have  I  been  able  to  ascertain  that  either  the  bids  or  schedules  have 
been  in  any  way  tampered  with.” 

Mr.  Smith,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Docks  and  Yards,  makes  no  general  decla¬ 
ration  of  the  kind  made  by  Mr.  Lenthall  and  Mr.  Isherwood,  but  confines  him¬ 
self,  while  speaking  of  an  erroneous  computation  discovered  by  Mr.  Smith  and 
brought  to  public  notice  in  his  pamphlet,  to  the  assertion  that  he  “is  confident 
that  no  collusion  or  erroneous  exhibit  was  intended  by  the  clerks.  I  have  the 
utmost  confidence  in  the  honesty  and  fidelity  of  those  gentlemen.” 

In  reply  to  this  opinion  of  Mr.  Lenthall,  that  there  had  been  no  tampering 
with  the  bids,  it  may  be  remarked  that  Mr.  Farwell,  the  chief  clerk  of  Mr. 
Lenthall’s  bureau,  at  his  examination  before  the  committee  in  reference  to  a 
number  of  Scofield’s  bids,  and  of  Lockwood  &  Collins’s,  which  appeared  to 
the  committee  on  examination  to  contain  so  many  alterations  and  erasures  in 
the  writing  and  in  the  figures  as  not  to  be  worthy  of  credit,  in  that  immediate 
connexion  testified  as  follows,  viz :  “  I  desire  to  state,  in  this  connexion,  that  I 
recommended,  at  the  time  these  bids  were  opened,  that  they  should  be  rejected 
as  being  defaced,  and  as  being  uncertain,  it  being  doubtful  what  the  figures 
meant;  but  these  bids  were  all  referred  to  the  department,  and  such  of  them  as 
were  awarded  were  ordered  to  be  awarded  by  the  department.  Collins’s  bids 
are  of  the  same  general  nature  all  the  way  through.”  Your  committee  are 
inclined  to  agree  in  opinion  with  the  clerk  rather  than  the  chief ;  and  so  far  as 
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tlie  appearance  of  those  bids  is  considered,  if  they  do  not  exhibit  unmistakable 
evidence  of  fraudulent  tampering,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  what  evidence  would 
establish  that  fact.  Indeed,  it  may  be  said  generally  of  these  bids  exhibited 
to  the  committee  by  this  witness  that  a  worse  exhibition  of  papers,  for  which 
any  credit  was  claimed,  never  was  made  to  any  tribunal. 

The  same  remarks  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  bids  exhibited  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  from  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering. 

Whatever  others  may  think  of  these  transactions,  your  committee  cannot  ^ 
refrain  from  the  expression  of  the  opinion  that  the  examination  which  they  have 
been  able  to  give  to  this  subject  has  satisfied  them  that  in  the  matter  of  the 
biddings  for  sperm  oil  before  referred  to,  Stover  was  enabled  to  put  his  4ids  in 
a  trifle  below  the  next  bidder  in  every  case  by  knowledge  improperly  obtained 
from  some  one  in  the  bureau,  or  else  the  prices  were  altered  after  they  were 
received  at  the  bureau.  Your  committee  see  no  escape  from  one  or  the  other  of 
these  conclusions. 

The  same  is  true,  in  their  opinion,  of  other  bids  in  the  Bureau  of  Steam  En¬ 
gineering,  where  the  prices  have  been  raised  in  the  manner  before  stated,  and 
is  also  true  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  and  Repair,  and  also  of  the  Bureau  of 
Yards  and  Docks.  This  opinion  of  the  committee  is  arrived  at  from  facts  patent 
on  the  face  of  the  papers.  It  is  true  that  the  chiefs  of  the  bureaus  above  named 
have  all  been  before  the  committee,  as  have  their  chief  clerks,  and  they  have  all 
testified  that  the  bids  as  they  were  exhibited  to  the  committee  were  in  the  same 
condition  in  which  they  were  received  at  the  seVeral  bureaus  ;  but  your  com¬ 
mittee  are  compelled  to  the  conclusion  that  the  facts  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
papers,  and  which  cannot  lie,  irresistibly  lead  to  inferences  which  the  direct 
testimony  of  these  witnesses  entirely  fails  to  satisfy  them  are  erroneous  or  un¬ 
founded.  Your  committee  cannot  see  how  such  facts  as  they  have  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  could  have  occurred  without  such  knowledge  improperly  obtained,  though 
they  have  no  evidence  which  enables  them  to  say  who  the  guilty  individuals 
are,  nor  are  they  prepared  to  say  whether  this  knowledge  thus  improperly 
came  to  these  bidders  through  criminal  carelessness  on  the  part  of  some  of  those 
in  the  bureau,  or  direct  complicity  with  them. 

When  it  is  remembered  that  most,  if  not  all,  the  testimony  in  this  examina¬ 
tion  comes  directly  from  those  who  are  implicated  or  connected  with  the  fraud 
against  the  government,  if  any  fraud  has  been  committed,  it  will  be  readily 
admitted  that  it  is  no  easy  task  to  detect  and  expose  it ;  but  near  the  close  of 
the  examination  some  direct  evidence  was  obtained  from  Mr.  Ira  Murdock, 
formerly  chief  clerk  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  which,  if  it  may  be 
relied  upon,  certainly  goes  far  towards  explaining  at  least  one  of  the  modes  by 
which  such  knowledge  may  have  been  obtained.  He  testifies  that  at  the  open¬ 
ing  of  the  bids  in  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering  in  the  spring  of  1863,  on  the 
day  for  opening  them,  they  were  opened  and  entered  on  the  schedule  in  pres¬ 
ence  of  various  parties  who  were  present  and  freely  examined  them  all.  Mr. 
H.  D.  Stover  was  not  present  at  this  opening,  but  a  Mr.  Ainsworth  Brown,  his 
agent,  who  acted  for  him,  was.  No  bids  from  Stover  were  presented  or  opened 
on  that  day,  but  the  next  morning  this  same  Mr.  Brown,  who  was  present  at 
the  opening  of  the  day  previous,  and  of  course  knew  what  each  and  all  of  the 
bids  were,  appeared  at  the  office  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering 
with  a  number  of  bids  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Stover,  which  were  accepted,  and  were 
successful. 

This  statement,  uncontradicted,  would  explain  very  readily  how  Mr.  Stover 
should  be  able  so  to  bid  as  to  be  sure  of  securing  any  contracts  he  might  decide 
to  take,  because  by  not  putting  in  his  bids  till  after  everybody  else  had  bid, 
and  his  agent  had  had  opportunity  to  examine  all  the  bids  which  were  in,  it  is 
manifest  he  might  underbid  any  one  he  chose,  and  when  there  was  no  bidder, 
he  might  bid  as  high  as  he  thought  it  safe  to  go. 
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This  evidence  was  given  on  the  first  of  this  present  month  of  June.  On  the 
next  morning  Mr.  Murdock,  the  witness,  in  company  with  Mr.  Isherwood,  chief 
of  the  bureau,  and  Mr.  Farwell,  chief  clerk  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction, 
&c.,  appeared  in  company  before  the  committee  and  testified  in  substance  as 
follows  : 

A.  B.  Farwell  testified  that  all  the  advertisements  for  these  bids  were  issued 
from  the  Bureau  of  Construction ;  that  Ainsworth  Brown  brought  all  of  Stover’s 
there  at  that  opening,  the  morning  of  the  opening,  and  before  the  opening  com¬ 
menced  they  were  filed  with  Mr.  Lenthall ;  that  on  examination  it  appeared 
there  were  bids  of  Stover  that  belonged  to  Isherwood’s  bureau  ;  these  bids  were 
not  opened  till  the  second  day,  and  when  Mr.  Lenthall  discovered  the  mistake 
he  ordered  me  td  take  them  into  Mr.  Isherwood’s  bureau.  I  did  so,  and 
offered  them  to  Mr.  Neally,  the  chief  clerk  of  the  Jbureau ;  he  declined  to  take 
them,  saying  they  had  closed  their  opening ;  he  said  I  might  hand  them  to  Mr. 
Isherwood,  who  was  present.  I  handedl*them  to  him  and  immediately  went  out. 

I  think  Brown  came  in  as  I  went  out ;  he  said  he  was  going  to  see  that  his  bids 
were  properly  scaled.  Murdock  was  present.  As  I  was  going  out  Brown 
wanted  me  to  say  to  Mr.  Isherwood  they  had  been  torn  from  our  bids  as  they 
were ;  I  told  him  I  had  already  told  that  to  Mr.  Isherwood.  Isherwood  told 
Mr.  Neally  to  seal  them,  and  they  would  afterwards  settle  whether  they  ought 
to  be  received  or  not.  I  carried  in  these  bids ;  they  never  were  in  Brown’s 
hands  till  they  had  been  in  Isherwood’s. 

Mr.  Ira  Murdock  agreed  with  Mr.  Farwell’s  statement,  and  corrected  his 
statement  of  the  day  previous,  by  saying  that  of  the  four  classes  bid  for  by 
Stover,  before  alluded  to,  two  were  awarded  to  him  ;  on  one  he  was  unsuccess¬ 
ful,  and  one  was  rejected,  because  he  w'as  the  only  bidder,  and  prices  were  too 
high. 

B.  F.  Isherwood  was  indistinct  in  his  recollection,  but,  as  far  as  he  testified, 
confirmed  the  statement  of  Farwell ;  but  in  answer  to  a  question,  “  If  he 
remembered  that  there  was  some  question,  or  some  discussion,  with  any  person 
as  to  whether  a  certain  bid  should  be,  or  should  not  be,  received  by  him,  between 
Mr.  Neally  and  himself  or  some  other  person,”  answers  :  “  I  do  not  recollect 
now  whether  any  such  discussion  took  place  or  not,  but  the  simple  fact  would 
have  been  to  ascertain  whether  that  bid  had  been  sent  in  due  course  of  mail 
with  other  bids  to  the  other  bureau  by  mistake,  and  if  it  had  been  there  would 
be  no  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  receiving  it ;  it  would  have  been  a  mere 
mistake  in  its  address,  which  was  very  easy  to  be  made  in  view  of  the  circum¬ 
stance  of  the  division  of  the  bureau.” 

In  endeavoring  to  ascertain  where  the  truth  lies  between  these  contradictory 
statements,  it  is  well  to  remark  that  Mr.  Brown  was  present  that  day  as  Mr.  Sto¬ 
ver’s  agent,  to  look  after  his  interests,  and  it  is  strange  that  when  he  saw  that  no 
bids  of  Mr.  Stover’s  were  opened  or  entered  on  the  proper  day  for  opening, 
and  when  all  the  other  bids  were  opened,  he  did  not  at  once  proclaim  that  there 
was  some  mistake;  that  he  had  put  in  bids  for  Mr.  Stover,  and  there  did  not  • 
appear  to  be  any  there.  Why  did  he  not  at  once  take  measures  to  ascertain  how* 
the  mistake  had  occurred,  and  endeavor  to  have  it  rectified?  But  he  did  no 
such  thing.  Neither  on  the  first  day  of  the  opening  nor  on  the  second  either, 
according  to  the  explanatory  evidence  given  by  Farwell,  Isherwood,  and  Mur¬ 
dock  himself  on  the  2d  of  June,  did  Mr.  Brown  take  any  measures  himsetf  to 
have  the  mistake  rectified ;  but  what  was  done  with  that  view  was  •  done  by 
Mr.  Farwell.  Having  stated  the  evidence  fairly,  the  committee  will  express  no 
opinion,  believing  that  the  Senate  will  have  no  difficulty  in  coming  to  a  satis¬ 
factory  conclusion. 

As  the  committee  report  all  the  testimony  they  have  taken,  they  do  not  deem 
it  necessary  to  extend  this  report.  They  recommend  to  those  who  would  be 
informed  on  this  matter  to  examine  that  testimony ;  nor  do  they  at  this  time 
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propose  any  additional  legislation,  except  a  proviso  by  way  of  amendment  to 
the  second  section  of  the  joint  resolution  “  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  to  adjust  the  equitable  claims  of  contractors  for  naval  supplies,  and  regu¬ 
lating  contracts  with  the  Navy  Department,”  approved  March  3,  1863. 

The  abuses  which  have  been  practiced,  and  the  frauds  which  have  been  per¬ 
petrated,  have  not  been  for  want  of  law,,  but  from  neglect  and  violation  of  law ; 
and  unless  those  intrusted  with  the  execution  of  the  law  are  faithful  and  vigi¬ 
lant,  the  wisdom  of  the  wisest  is  incompetent  to  the  framing  of  laws  to  protect 
the  public  from  the  lawless  rapacity  of  the  dishonest. 

PURCHASES  BY  BUREAUS. 

/ 

An  examination  of  the  evidence  has  satisfied  your  committee  that  the  govern 
meut  has  suffered  as  much  by  purchases  made  directly  by  the  chiefs  of  bureaus 
.  as  in  any  other  way.  This  fact  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  the  purchase  of  a 
crank  for  the  steamer  Cambridge,  an^account  of  which  may  be  found  in  the 
correspondence  of  Admiral  Smith  with  the  navy  agent  at  Charlestown,  where 
nearly  or  quite  twice  as  much  was  demanded  by  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.,  for  the 
article  furnished,  as  it  could  have  been  procured  for  by  the  navy  agent  in  the 
regular  course  of  business  as  regulated  by  law. 

At  a  time  like  the  present,  when  taxes  are  so  high,  and  the  burden  of  the  war 
falls  so  heavily  on  the  people,  they  have  a  right  to  expect  and  demand  from  those 
intrusted  with  the  disbursement  of  the  public  money  fidelity,  vigilance,  and 
economy. 

In  conclusion,  your  committee  submit  the  following  as  the  result  of  the  ex¬ 
amination  they  have  made : 

1.  In  the  matter  of  contracts  for  naval  supplies  last  year,  the  government 
has  been  grossly  defrauded. 

2.  These  frauds  could  not  have  been  perpetrated  without  aid  from  those  in  the 
employment  of  government  in  the  bureaus. 

3.  These  remarks  ap]3ly  to  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  the  Bureau  of 
Construction,  &:c.,  and  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks. 


VIEWS  SUBMITTED  BY  MR.  BUCKALEW. 

The  undersigned  concurs  with  the  chairman  of  the  committee  in  most  of  the 
views  contained  in  the  foregoing  report,  but  finds  it  ^lecessary  to  submit  some 
observations  in  order  to  embody  more  fully  and  accurately  his  conclusions  upon 
the  main  points  involved  in  the  investigation. 

1.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1863, 
regulating  contracts  with  the  Navy  Department,  biddings  for  contracts  had  be¬ 
come  very  objectionable  in  character  by  reason  of  the  usage  of  class  biddings 
and  allotments  upon  the  summing  up  of  aggregates  of  prices  contained  in  them. 

That  resolution,  therefore,  declared  that  “no  bids  having  nominal  or  fictitious 
prices  should  be  considered.”  This  was  a  very  proper  provision,  but  under  the 
construction  it  has  received  it  has  not  prevented  abuse  and  imposition  upon  the 
government.  Biddings  at  nominal  prices  have  been  checked  or  prevented,  but 
the  term  “fictitious”  has  not  been  held  to  embrace  biddings  at  very  excessive 
prices,  as  shown  in  the  contracts  exhibited  in  the  foregoing  report.  It  is  true 
that  bids  have  been  rejected  for  high  prices,  but  not  in  cases  where  there  were 
more  bids  than  one  for  the  same  class.  The  usage  of  the  department  seems  to 
have  been,  where  there  were  two  or  more  bids  for  the  same  class,  to  award  the 
contract  to  the  bidder  whose  aggregate  of  prices  was  lowest,  without  regard  to  the 
real  value  or  market  price  of  the  articles  contained  in  his  bid.  The  under- 
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signed  does  not  perceive  tlie  grounds  for  such  construction  of  the  law  of  1863, 
and  it  was  doubtless  in  accordance  with  the  prior  practice  of  the  depart^ment 
and  without  reference  to  that  enactment.  But  it  is  manifest  that,  upon  such  a 
rule  of  allotment,  it  is  possible  for  bidders  to  combine  together  in  making  bids 
to  secure,  in  some  cases,  most  exorbitant  prices  ;  and  this  was,  in  fact,  the  result 
in  the  particular  cases  mentioned  in  the  report,  and  in  a  less  degree  in  others. 

The  undersigned  conceives  that  the  department  would  have  been  justified  in 
holding  that  prices  in  bids  fifty,  one  hundred,  and  two  hundred  per  cent,  above 
market  rates  of  value  were  fictitious  and  unreal,  as  representing  no  actual  rates 
in  commercial  markets,  and  to  have  rejected  them  without  reference  to  the 
number  of  bids  given  for  a  particular  class. 

But  if  a  just  construction  of  law  obliged  the  department  to  allot  contracts  in 
all  cases  to  the  lowest  bidder  where  more  than  one  hid  was  made  for  a  class, 
it  is  most  evident  that  an  ofiicial  request  should  have  been  made  at  the  earliest 
moment  by  the  department  to  Congress  for  an  amendment  of  the  law 
authorizing  more  fully  the  rejection  of  extortionate  bids ;  and  it  will  now  be 
proper  for  Congress,  upon  the  information  elicited  by  this  investigation,  to 
enact  that  bids  at  extortionate  rates  shall  in  all  cases  be  rejected.  This  propo¬ 
sition  is  too  plain  to  require  anything  further  than  its  mere  statement. 

In  carrying  out  such  a  provision,  and  applying  it  perfectly  in  practice,  it  will 
only  be  necessary  for  the  department  to  obtain  reports  from  its  navy  agents  of 
the  market  rates  of  articles  covered  by  its  advertisements  at  the  several  commercial 
cities  where  supplies  are  desired.  Nothing  but  gross  neglect  and  indifPerence  to  the 
public  interests  would  cause  the  department  to  be  largely  imposed  upon  in  any 
particular  case.  And  where  bids,  at  fair  rates,  are  not  forthcoming  for  articles 
wanted,  recourse  may  be  had  to  open  markets  through  the  regular  officers  of 
the  department  stationed  at  the  places  where  the  purchases  are  to  be  made.  The 
bill  now  reported  by  the  committee  ought  to  secure  the  government  against 
gross  imposition  hereafter,  if  it  be  enacted  by  Congress,  and  be  honestly  and 
faithfully  executed.  At  all  events,  it  will  prevent  all  excuse  for  the  allotment 
of  such  contracts  as  those  exposed  in  the  report. 

2.  The  undersigned  concurs  in  the  conclusion  drawn  in  the  report  from  the 
evidence,  that  in  particular  cases  of  contracts  for  naval  supplies  the  successful 
bidders  had  information  from  the  department  with  regard  to  the  biddings,  or  as¬ 
sistance  therein  in  arranging  their  bids  to  secure  success.  No  other  explana¬ 
tion  of  several  of  these  contracts  can  be  reasonably  given.  Reliance  upon  this 
point  is  not  placed  merely  upon  the  fact  that  the  bids  upon  their  face  were 
altered  at  some  time  prior  to  the  allotment,  but  mainly  upon  the  particular 
character  of  those  alterations  with  reference  to  the  other  bids,  and  also  when 
other  bids  were  not  made.  It  is  reasonably  certain  that  the  bids  in  question 
must  have  been  altered  after  they  were  opened,  or  made  or  altered  prior  to  the 
time  of  allotment,  upon  information  improperly  received.  The  suggestion  that 
information  might  have  been  received  by  the  successful*  bidders  outside  of  the 
department  is  insufficient  and  unsatisfactory.  Competing  bidders  would  not 
have  communicated  the  contents  of  their  bids  upon  inquiry,  nor  could  the  suc¬ 
cessful  bidder  have  known  who  the  competitors  were,  the  bidding  being  open  to 
the  whole  world,  and  the  public  mails  the  instrument  for  conveying  them.  But 
it  would  seem  a  hard  measure  of  justice  to  cast  a  general  imputation  upon  the 
officers  of  the  department  which,  in  its  application  to  most  of  them,  would  be 
quite  unwarranted  by  the  real  truth  of  the  case.  Men  who  have  faithfully 
served  the  government  and  maintained  perfect  integrity  might  have  complained 
if  the  investigation  had  stopped  with  the  exhibition  of  the  papers  before  the 
committee. 

The  committee,  therefore,  examined  a  number  of  persons,  heads  and  subordi¬ 
nate  officers  of  the  several  bureaus,  and  took  their  testimony  upon  the  question  of 
then*  connexion  with,  and  their  proceedings  upon,  the  reception  of  bids  and 
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'  allotment  of  contracts,  and  their  testimony  is  submitted  to  accompany  the  other 
evidence  in  the  case  for  the  consideration  of  the  Senate  as  matter  of  vindication 
of  the  particular  gentlemen  examined  from  imputations  of  corrupt  conduct.  As 
far  as  time  and  opportunity  permitted,  the  committee  endeavored  to  make  their 
investigation  thorough  and  just,  and  they  will  hope,  as  the  practical  and  proper 
result  of  their  labors,  that  the  action  of  the  department  will  be  reformed  here¬ 
after,  and  no  necessity  arise  for  future  investigations  therein. 

3.  This  inquiry  into  this  subject  of  naval  contracts  mainly  arose  upon  an  ex¬ 
position  of  them  by  Franklin  W.  Smith,  a  merchant  of  Boston,  and  the  evi¬ 
dence  and  papers  herewith  reported  will  show  the  thoroughness  and  ability 
with  which  his  examination  was  made,  and  the  particular  replies  on  the  different 
points  given  thereto  on  behalf  of  the  department.  The  recriminations  against 
him  appear  in  the  replies  and  in  the  testimony  taken  before  the  committee. 
There  can  be  no  question  of  his  intelligence  and  capacity,  nor  would  it  be  un¬ 
reasonable  to  assert  that  the  public  are  indebted  to  him  for  much  of  valuable 
information  upon  the  subjects  covered  by  this  investigation.  Since  his  examina¬ 
tion  before  the  committee,  he  has  been  arrested  at  Boston,  it  is  believed  at  the 
instance  of  the  Navy  Department,  upon  some  accusation  or  allegation  of  over¬ 
charge  or  imposition  in  furnishing  naval  supplies.  It  is  to  be  hoped,  for  the 
credit  of  the  government,  that  this  arrest,  following  close  upon  his  examination 
before  the  committee,  will  be  fully  justified  upon  due  investigation  and  fair  trial, 
and  that  the  proceeding  will  be  relieved  from  all  appearance  of  persecution  or 
vengeance. 

C.  R.  BUCKALEW. 


VIEWS  SUBMITTED  BY  MR.  DOOLITTLE. 

From  the  evidence  before  the  committee,  it  appears  that,  while  in  some  in¬ 
stances  the  cupidity  of  contractors  under  the  operations  of  the  contract  system 
has  overreached  the  government  and  imposed  upon  it  exorbitant  prices,  yet 
upon  the  whole  aggregate  of  expenditure  by  the  department  the  per-centage 
above  fair  market  rates  is  not  very  large — not  more  than  equal  to  the  rise  in 
prices  from  time  to  time  consequent  upon  the  depreciation  of  currency  during- 
the  period  between  the  making  and  the  execution  of  the  contract.  And  in 
those  instances  the  committee  have  been  unable  to  obtain  any  testimony  desig¬ 
nating  any  person  employed  in  any  capacity  in  the  Navy  Department  as  guilty 
of  any  fraud,  complicity,  or  breach  of  official  duty  by  which  such  contracts  have 
been  imposed  upon  the  department. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  it  is  due  to  the  head  of  that  department,  and  to  the 
chiefs  of  the  several  bureaus,  to  say  there  is  no  evidence  which-proves  or  tends 
to  prove  any  act  in  the  slightest  degree  involving  their  official  integrity.  It  is 
also  equally  due  to  their  clerks  to  say  they  have  afforded  every  opportunity  to 
the  committee  to  make  a  full  explanation  of  all  matters  connected  with  these 
contracts,  and  have  given  their  testimony  before  the  committee  fully,  freely,  and 
with  apparent  candor.  There  is  no  evidence  implicating  them  or  either  of  them, 
or  which  raises  any  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  any  one  of  them  has 
in  any  way,  directly  or  indirectly,  been  concerned  in  any  contract,  received  any 
consideration,  or  been  in  any  manner  implicated  in  any  transaction  connected 
with  these  contracts  derogatory  to  his  official  or  private  character. 

The  only  clerk  upon  whom  suspicion  seemed  to  fall,  in  the  course  of  the  ex¬ 
amination,  was  a  Mr.  Murdock,  of  Massachusetts,  and  he  has  not  been  in  the 
employ  of  the  government  for  nearly  a  year  past.  That  suspicion  grew  out  of 
F.  W.  Smith’s  statement  of  a  conversation  with  Pratt  and  Ellis.  It  was  at 
most  mere  hearsay#  and  on  examination  turns  out  not  to  be  well  founded — 
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1st.  Because  of  the  positive  denial  of  Pratt  and  Ellis  of  such  a  conversation^ 
and 

2d.  By  the  disproval  of  the  alleged  fact  by  Pratt  and  Murdock,  as  well  as 
by  the  satisfactory  explanation  given  by  Murdock  of  his  purchase  of  the  house 
in  Massachusetts  and  of  his  relations  to  Pratt  and  Ellis,  out  of  which  the  story 
grew. 

It  is  true  that  near  the  end  of  the  examination  this  witness,  Murdock,  being 
recalled,  (June  1, 1864,)  made  a  statement  which  on  its  face,  unexplained,  would 
involve  Isherwood,  the  chief  of  the  bureau,  and  his  chief  clerk,  Neally,  in  a 
grossly  improper  act,  viz :  in  the  wilful  reception  of  a  bid  after  other  bids  had 
been  opened,  and  by  a  person  who  had  an  opportunity  to  examine  them.  But 
the  next  morning  (June  2,)  this  matter  was  fully  explained.  Mr.  Farwell  and  Mr. 
Isherwood,  being  recalled,  showed  the  transaction  as  it  really  occurred.  The 
bid  was,  in  fact,  put  in  in  time  and  before  any  bids  were  opened  in  any  bureau, 
attached  to  other  bids  in  one  envelope,  but  was  put  in  the  bureau  of  Lenthall. 
Isherwood’s  bureau  was  in  fact  a  branch  off  from  Lenthall’s  bureau,  just  created, 
not  even  organized  when  the  bids  were  advertised  for,  all  of  which  was  done  by 
LenthaU’s  bureau.  Mr.  Farwell  took  off  this  bid  which  was  found  attached  to 
bids  properly  belonging  to  and  filed  in  Lenthall’s  bureau,  and  carried  it  himself 
to  Isherwood’s  bureau,  stating  to  him  the  fact  in  presence  of  Brown,  and  with 
that  statement  of  fact  Isherwood  received  it  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  de¬ 
partment.  Murdock  was  present  when  these  statements  were  made  before  the 
committee  by  Farwell  and  Isherwood,  and  upon  hearing  them  called  to  his  re¬ 
collection  afresh  concurred  in  them.  This  evidence,  therefore,  so  far  from  im¬ 
plicating  Isherwood  or  ISTeally  in  any  wrong,  proves  them  to  be  vigilant  and 
careful  of  the  interests  of  the  government. 

A  large  amount  of  testimony  has  been  taken,  tending  to  show,  or  at  least  to 
raise  a  question,  upon  the  following  propositions : 

1st.  Whether  in  some  instances  there  may  not  have  been  a  combination 
among  bidders ; 

2d.  Whether  in  others  some  special  knowledge  by  the  bidder  of  what  articles 
of  a  class  would  and  what  would  not  be  called  for  did  not  exist ; 

3d.  Whether  in  others  some  knowledge  of  the  bids  of  competitors,  either  be¬ 
fore  or  after  they  were  put  in,  had  not  been  obtained  ;  and, 

4th.  As  to  bids  which  on  their  face  manifestly  appear  to  have  been  altered 
in  prices,  whether,  in  order  to  increase  the  prices  without  raising  the  aggregate 
above  the  next  lowest  bid,  they  may  not  have  been  altered  in  some  way  after 
they  were  put  in,  with  the  knowledge  or  connivance  of  some  person  in  the 
department. 

Without  going  into  details,  as  to  the  ^rst,  it  is  enough  to  say  there  is  some 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  Scofield,  Savage,  Collins,  and  some  others  were 
in  a  combination  called  the  “ring,”  in  which  it  was  understood  they  would  not 
compete  against  each  other.  But  the  evidence  upon  that  subject  is  too  vague 
and  indefinite  to  pronounce  a  decided  opinion  as  to  the  extent  of  any  such 
combination. 

As  to  the  second,  under  the  old  system  of  bidding  it  frequently  occurred 
that  a  contractor  would  bid  to  deliver  articles  at  a  mere  nominal  price  which 
were  of  well-known  and  established  value  in  the  market,  while  in  the  same  class 
for  articles  of  equally  well-known  and  established  prices  the  sum  named  would 
nearly  or  quite  double  their  real  value.  For  instance.  Smith  Brothers,  of  Boston, 
bid  for  Scotch  pig-iron  ojj|.e  dollar  a  ton,  which  was  worth  at  least  twenty,  and 
at  the  same  time  bid  thirty-three  dollars  a  ton  for  American  iron,  worth  about 
the  same  as  Scotch.  This  can  be  accounted  for  only  upon  the  supposition  that 
they  expected  to  be  called  upon  to  deliver  American  iron  in  large  quantities, 
and  little,  if  any,  of  the  Scotch;  which  turned  out  to  be  the  fact.  In  this  and 
similar  cases  the  inference  is  that  some  special  knowledge  existed.  Mr.  Smith 
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said  he  obtained  it  by  mathematical  analysis.  By  an  order  from  the  bureau, 
requiring  the  immediate  delivery  of  all  articles  bid  for  at  nomina,!  prices,  and 
by  the  act  of  1863  authorizing  the  rejection  of  bids  containing  nominal  or 
fictitious  prices,  that  old  system  of  abuse,  under  which  no  fair  dealer,  offering 
his  commodities  at  reasonable  profits,  could  compete  with  the  sharp  and  prac¬ 
ticed  gambler  in  contracts,  was  checked  to  a  great  degree.  But  under  the  law 
as  it  now  stands  some  abuses  still  exist,  growing  out  of  the  fact  that  the  articles 
required  are  so  numerous  and  various  that  of  necessity  they  are  advertised  and 
bid  for  in  classes,  and  the  contract  by  law  must  be  awarded  to  the  lowest 
.average  bidder  for  the  class,  even  if  some  articles  are  bid  for  at  exorbitant 
prices.  Although  the  department  has  assumed  in  some  cases  to  reject  bids 
where  prices  were  exorbitant  and  there  was  no  competition,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  law  authorizes  it  as  it  now  stands.  Iron  worth  $20  per  ton,  if  bid 
for  at  $1,  the  price  is  merely  nominal,  being  but  a  twentieth  of  its  real 
value,  and  the  bid  might  be  rejected.  So  if  bid  for  at  $400  per  ton,  it  might, 
perhaps,  be  called  a  fictitious  price,  being  twenty  times  its  real  value,  and 
rejected.  But  suppose  it  is  bid  for  at  $40  per  ton,  when  worth  but  $20,  is  the 
department  authorized  to  say  such  a  price  is  nominal  or  fictitious  and  reject  the 
bid?  I  think  not.  The  truth  is,  that  iron  which  was  only  $20  in  price  in  1862 
is  now  worth  over  $50,  and  for  such  variation  in  price,  anticipated  as  it  might 
have  been  by  a  contractor,  it  would  not  be  a  true  construction  of  the  law  to  say 
the  department  could  properly  regard  such  a  bid  fictitious  or  nominal,  and 
reject  it. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  it  would  be  a  beneficial  amendment  to  the 
act  of  1863  to  authorize  the  department  to  reject  from  any  class  bid  for  any 
one  or  more  articles  when,  in  the  judgment  of  the  department,  the  same  is 
offered  at  a  price  exceeding  ten  per  cent,  above  the  market  price,  and  to  accept 
the  bid  as  to  the  remaining  articles  of  said  class ;  and  they  report  a  bill  accord- 
ingly. 

As  to  the  third  and  fourth  questions,  which  I  will  consider  together,  many 
of  the  original  papers  containing  the  bids  appear  manifestly  to  have  been  at 
some  time  altered,  either  before  or  after  they  were  handed  in.  Indeed,  some  of 
the  papers  appeared,  at  the  opening,  to  be  so  much  erased,  mutilated,  and  altered 
in  their  appearance,  that  Mr.  Farwell,  proposed  to  reject  them  altogether  for 
that  reason.  But  a  closer  examination  showed  that  if  bids  had  been  rejected 
because  of  alteration  and  erasures,  and  the  next  lowest  bids  accepted,  the 
government  would  have  lost  thousands  of  dollars.  Besides,  the  law  did  not 
authorize  the  rejection  of  bids  for  that  reason,  so  long  as  they  remain  legible. 

As  to  these  alterations,  the  chiefs  of  all  the  bureaus,  and  their  chief  clerks, 
testify  positively  that  the  bids  appear  now  as  when  they  were  first  opened,  in 
the  column  of  prices ;  that  no  alterations  except  in  correcting  errors  of  compu¬ 
tation  and  footings  have  been  made  in  them.  And  Savage,  the  only  bidder 
sworn  on  that  subject,  swears  that  he  made  the  alterations  himself  before  put¬ 
ting  them  in. 

When  it  is  considered  that  every  obligation  of  official  duty  forbid  any  altera¬ 
tion  of  the  prices  by  any  person  in  the  employ  of  the  government  or  suffering 
it  to  be  done ;  when  they  have,  upon  their  oaths,  testified  to  the  fact  that  no 
alterations  were  made  ;  and  when  a  long  examination  of  witnesses  has  failed 
to  show  any  impropriety  of  conduct  in  any  one  of  the  persons  called  as  witnesses, 
it  is  felt  that  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  charge  or  impute  to  any  person, 
in  the  absence  of  any  further  evidence  than  has  appealed  before  the  committee, 
the  gro^s  dereliction  of  official  trust  and  duty  involved  in  the  crime  of  altering 
or  allowing  others  to  alter  the  prices  and  terms  of  their  bids,  after  they  were 
put  in,  in  fraud  of  other  bidders  and  in  fraud  of  the  government — a  crime 
amounting  to  forgery  in  itself,  and  if  committed  by  any  of  the  witnesses  sworn 
before  the  committee,  we  must  add  the  crime  of  perjury. 
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In  some  cases  tlie  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  snccessful  bidder  in  some 
way  might  have  obtained  knowledge  of  the  bids  of  his  competitors.  But  it  is 
much  .more  reasonable  to  suppose  that  if  such  knowledge  existed,  it  was  ob¬ 
tained  of  the  agents  of  the  bidders,  who  generally  presented  them  to  the  depart¬ 
ment,  or  that  the  bidders  were  in  combination  among  themselves,  than  to 
suppose  responsible  officers,  and  honorable  gentlemen,  like  the  chiefs  of  the 
bureaus,  should  be  guilty  of  such  a  breach  of  trust,  and  a^empt  to  conceal  it  by 
perjury,  and  especially  as  the  evidence  shows  under  what  checks  and  guards 
these  bids  were  received,  kept,  and  opened. 

The  bids  are  almost  wholly  received  at  the  department  within  two  or  three 
days  before  the  time  limited  for  their  reception  expires;  many  being  delivered 
in  person  on  the  last  day  by  the  bidder  or  his  agent.  They  are  securely  locked 
up  until  the  hour  for  opening,  which  is  done  in  the  presence  of  three  persons 
connected  with  the  bureau,  and  of  such  bidders  as  choose  to  attend.  The  seal 
of  the  envelope  is  broken  by  the  chief  of  the  bureau,  who  reads  off  the  amount  of 
the  bid  ;  the  recording  clerk  takes  down  the  figures  upon  tabular  sheets  pre¬ 
pared  for  the  purpose ;  and  the  bid  having  been  passed  to  the  third  member  of 
the  board,  generally  the  chief  clerk  of  the  bureau,  the  record  is  read  and  its  ac¬ 
curacy  determined.  In  this  way  all  the  bids  are  opened  and  recorded,  when 
they  are  passed  to  the  clerks  for  verification. 

At  the  first  opening  the  clerks  to  whom  the  bids  were  delivered  for  verifica¬ 
tion — that  is,  to  see  if  the  computations  were  properly  made,  and  correct  them 
if  they  were  not — were  not  required  to  put  their  names  upon  them  ;  but  at  the 
next  opening  of  bids  this  was  required  as  an  additional  safeguard  against  any 
possibility  of , alterations. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  that  from  time  to  time  orders  have  been  made  by 
the  department,  as  exigencies  required,  to  secure  the  government  against  impo- 
,  sition  and  fraud ;  and  I  affirm  without  any  fear  of  contradiction  that  nothing  appears 
in  the  evidence  to  shake  the  confidence  of  the  committee  in  the  integrity  of  the 
head  of  the  Navy  Department,  nor  in  the  integrity  of  any  one  of  its  bureaus. 
Nor,  from  the  testimony,  can  any  member  of  the  committee  name  any  other 
officer  in  the  department,  whose  removal  he  would  recommend  upon  a  charge  of 
fraudulent  or  dishonest  official  conduct  based  upon  the  evidence  before  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  committee  recommend  the  passage  of  the  accompanying  bill.  ’ 

J.  it.  DOOLITTLE. 

Rep.  No.  99- - 2 
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MR.  SMITH’S  PAMPHLET. 

PAPERS  CONCERNING  THE  PURCHASE  OF  NAVAL  SUPPLIES,  WITH  AN  ANALYSIS 

OF  CERTAIN  NAVY  CONTRACTS. 

Correspondence  with  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  Naval  Affairs,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  Hon.  D.  JV. 
Gooch,  upon  an  amendment  of  the  law  regulating  contracts  with  the  Navy 
Department. 

37th  Congress,  3d  Session.  House  of  Representatives.  141. 

February  5,  1863  — Read  twice,  ordered  to  be  printed,  and  the  further  consideration 
postponed  till  Monday  next,  after  the  morning  h(3ur. 

AN  APPENDIX. 

Mr.  Sedgwick,  from  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  reported  tlie  following 

joint  resolution  : 

JOINT  RESOLUTION  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  adjust  the  equitable 
claims  of  contractors  for  naval  supplies,  and  regulating  contracts  with  the  Navy  De¬ 
partment. 

* 

W  w  w  w  W  w  w 

Sec.  2.  And,  he  it  further  resolved.  That  the  chief  of  any  bureau  of  the 
Navy  Department,  in  contracting  for  naval  supplies,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  re¬ 
ject  the  offer  of  any  person  who,  as  principal  or  surety,  has  been  a  defaulter 
in  any  previous  contract ;  and  that  no  contract  shall  require  the  delivery  of 
more  than  fifty  per  centum  in  excess  of  the  stipulated  quantity  in  the  contract, 
or  a  decrease  o I  more  than  twenty-five  per  centum  thereon  ;  that  if  more  than 
one  bid  be  offered  by  any  one  party,  by  or  in  the  name  of  his  or  their  clerk, 
partner,  or  other  person,  all  such  bids  may  be  rejected;  and,  in  like  manner, 
the  bids  for  any  class  shall  be  rejected  in  which  there  are  nominal  or  fictitious 
prices  ;  nor  shall  the  copartners  of  any  firm  be  received  as  sureties  for  such 
firm  or  for  each  other;  nor,  in  contracts  with  the  same  bureau,  shall  one  con¬ 
tractor  be  received  as  surety  for  another.  And  that,  when  supplies  are  ex¬ 
hausted  in  contracts  with  any  bureau  before  the  expiration  of-the  fiscal  year, 
such  bureau  shall  advertise,  in  the  usual  manner,  for  additional  supplies. 


Washington,  February  10,  1863. 

Sir  :  The  delay  of  action  by  the  House  upon  the, “joint  resolution  regu¬ 
lating  contracts  with  the  Navy  Department,’’  induces  me  to  communicate  in 
writing  the  purport  of  my  conversation  with  you  a  few  evenings  since. 

It  is  possible  that  the  experience  of  a  merchant,  who  has  been  largely  en¬ 
gaged  in  business  with  the  department,  may  offer  some  suggestion  worthy  the 
consideration  of  the  Naval  Committee. 

The  paper  annexed  will  show  incidentally  that  the  house  in  which  the  un¬ 
dersigned  is  a  partner,  so  far  from  being  desirous  to  avail  themselves,  to  their 
pecuniary  advantage,  of  the  “evils  of  the  contract  system,”  improved  their 
earliest  opportunity,  a  year  ago,  to  recorcl  with  the  department  their  regret  that 
such  evils  existed,  and  their  earnest  desire  to  aid  in  effecting  a  remedy. 

Most  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

-Hon.  Charles  B.  'Sedgwick, 

Chairman  of  the  Comniittee  on  Naval  Affairs. 
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Paper  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  Hon.  Charles  B.  Sedgivick. 

Washington,  February  10,  1863. 

The  bill  before  the  House  proposes  to  remedy  evils  in  the  contract  system 
of  the  Navy  Department  that  have  existed  for  many  years.  The  disadvantages 
that  have  followed  tp  the  government  have  been  inherent  in  the  system  itself. 
In  two  bureaus  of  the  department  a  system  of  proposals  by  advertisement  has 
been  maintained  that  in  result  was  a  mere  matter  of  chance  to  the  respective 
parties.  Thus  in  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  it  has  been  customary  to 
advertise  for  a  great  variety  of  articles  which  were  only  to  be  called  for  if 
wanted.  The  chance,  therefore,  for  the  bidder  to  calculate  upon  is,  what  arti¬ 
cles  will  he  wanted  ? 

In  the  Bureau  of  Construction  it  has  been  the  custom  to  advertise  for  a  quan¬ 
tity  of  assorted  merchandise,  with  the  stipulation  that  any  additional  amount, 
,  of  any  kind,  is  to  be  furnished  during  the  fiscal  year  as  may  be  demanded. 
Here  the  chance  for  the  bidder  to  consider  is,  what  quantities  will  be  wanted. 

Thus  the  schedules  advertised  have  been  no  fixed  criterion  as  to  what  is 
really  to  he  supplied. 

If  the  contracts  of  the  department,  as  published  for  years  past,  be  analyzed, 
it  will  be  found  that  a  system  of  bidding  has  been  maintained  by  which  the 
’merchandise  advertised  has  been  offered  to  the  government  at  very  much  less 
than  its  value  in  the  market ;  the  bidders  having  calculated  according  to  their 
estimate  ^f  the  real  wants  of  government.  The  law  has  required  that  the  low¬ 
est  bid,  in  aggregate  upon  the  whole,  should  be  accepted. 

The  merchant,  therefore,  who  would  approach  government  with  his  offer, 
must  follow  these  old  precedents  or  be  entirely  distanced  by  his  competitors. 

Honorable  mercantile  houses  have  desired  and  urged  a  reform  in  the  system 
that  would  place  the  transactions  of  the  department  upon  a  more  legitimate 
basis  to  all  parties  concerned. 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  a  letter  of  our  firm  to  the  chief  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  written  in  February,  1862,  but  a  few  months  after 
their  first  contract  had  been  made  : 

“  We  are  specially  pleased  at  your  allusion  to  contracts  and  the  mode  of  ob¬ 
taining  them ;  for  it  gives  us  an  opportunity  we  have  desired  to  place  on  record 
our  knowledge  of  the  system,  and  our  experience  of  its  practical  results. 

“  We  believe  that  your  judgment,  after  long  experience,  must  coincide  with 
our  own,  viz  :  that  the  contract  system,  as  now  existing  in  two  bureaus  of  the 
Navy  Department,  is  essentially  wrong,  in  contracting  for  a  continued  supply 
of  a  large  assortment  of  goods  upon  the  lowest  aggregate  for  a  fractional 
schedule.  Instead  of  a  clearly  defined  contract,  indicating  what  the  buyer  is 
to  receive  and  the  seller  to  give,  during  its  continuance,  the  result  is  a  lottery 
to  each.  Such  is  the  system,  and  it  is  the  system  that  is  responsible  for  the 
absurdities  that  follow,  not  the  merchant  who  approaches  government  with  his 
wares  and  finds  this  system  in  his  way.  #  *  *  * 

“We  shall  be  glad  to  aid  in  any  effort  to  replace  it  by  one  more  distinct  in 
its  demands  upon  the  seller  of  merchandise,  and  therefore  far  more  agreeable 
to  those  who  would  be  honorable  competitors  for  government  patronage. 

“Now  as  ‘  to  the  mode  of  obtaining  contracts.’  How  did  we  obtain  our  con¬ 
tracts  %  The  writer  of  this,  who  prepared  our  bids  last  June,  was  never  in  the 
naval  apartments  until,  in  your  presence,  the  bids  were  opened.  He  had  not 
then  asked  a  question,  nor  did  he  knew  an  official  or  clerk  within  the  gates  of 
the  navy  yard.  Having  decided  to  attempt  some  government  contracts,  we 
analyzed  the  published  reports  of  the  department  in  previous  years  to  discover 
the  modus  operandi  ;  and,  in  passing,  we  would  say  that  we  wer^  astonished 
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that  a  system  that  left  such  records  of  bargaining  could  have  been  so  long 
maintained. 

“  Now,  as  to  the  practical  results  of  the  system.  Absurd  as  it  proves  to  be 
in  its  details,  the  record  of  our  business  proves  that  in  the  aggregate  it  is  as 
likely  to  prove  favorable  to  the  government  as  to  the  contractor,  though  a  lot¬ 
tery  to  each.  Government  pays  large  prices  for  some  articles.  It  receives 
others  for  mere  nothing.  How  many  contracts  with  the  bureaus  this  year  have 
been  abandoned  for  the  loss  they  involved  %  The  figures  annexed  are  the  basis 
of  our  opinion,  that  upon  the  entire  amount  of  our  year’s  business  with  your 
bureau  the  average  per  cent,  of  profit  will  not  exceed,  or  equal,  a  fair  mercan¬ 
tile  rate.” 


THE  REMEDY. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  committee  is  an  advance  towards  remedying  the  evils 
of  the  system.  In  two  of  its  provisions,  however,  in  our  judgment,  it  is  defec¬ 
tive  : 

First.  By  providing  (sec.  2,  line  5)  that  there  may  be  an  increase  of 
jper  centum  or  a  decrease  of  twenty-five  per  centum  upon  the  quantities  adver¬ 
tised,  the  game  of  chance  is  still  open. 

Let  the  Navy  Department,  as  the  War  Department,  advertise  for  precisely 
what  is  to  be  received;  no  more,  no  less.  There  can  then  be  no  “nominal 
prices.”  They  will  disappear ;  for  the  merchant  will  know  that  the  merchan¬ 
dise  described  is  to  he  furnished.  If  the  War  Department  wants  100  ambu¬ 
lances  and  200  wagons,  they  contract  for  and  demand  like  quantities  as  adver¬ 
tised.  There  is  no  chance  to  estimate  that  there  may  be  delivered,  under  the 
contract,  50  ambulances  and  500  wagons.  The  War  Department,  therefore, 
receives  no  bids  at  “nominal  prices.” 

If  the  Navy  Department  is  uncertain  as  to  its  want  of  some  articles,  let  them 
be  bought  when  the  demand  shall  arise.  It  can  buy  in  open  market,  or  it  can 
direct  its  agents  to  advertise,  at  any  time,  for  one  day,  or  one  month,  for  any 
additional  articles  that  may  be  demanded. 

If  the  schedules,  as  contracted  for,  are  being  rapidly  exhausted,  the  depart¬ 
ment  can,  before  the  contracts  expire,  advertise  for  more  merchandise,  by  the 
provision  of  the  bill  of  the  committee. 

Second.  Having  thus  effectually  removed  all  occasion  or  opportunity  for  nom¬ 
inal  prices,  the  clause  allowing  the  rejection  of  bids  for  nominal  prices  can  be 
omitted.  It  gives  an  opportunity  for  unfairness  by  an  arbitrary  decision,  as  to 
what  is  a  nominal  price.  One  merchant,  perhaps,  of  unusual  facilities  possessed, 
may  afford  to  supply  articles  less  than  any  other  parties.  The  government 
would  suffer,  and  the  merchant  be  wronged,  if  the  bid  were  to  be  rejected 
oecause  the  price  appeared  too  cheap. 

The  amendments  to  the  resolution  suggested  by  the  above  are — 

First.  The  omission  of  the  clause  allowing  variations  from  the  quantities  ad¬ 
vertised. 

Second.  The  omission  of  the  clause  allowing  the  rejection  of  bids  for  nomi¬ 
nal  prices ;  because,  if  the  quantities  are  fixed  as  above  mentioned,  there  can 
he  no  nominal  prices. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

Hon.  Ohas.  B.  Sedgwick, 

Chairman  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 
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New  York,  February  12,  1863. 

Sir:  Haying  been  unexpectedly  called  from  Washington,  I  was  unable  to 
avail  myself  of  the  honor  of  another  interview  at  your  office,  agreeably  to  your 
suggestion. 

I  beg  leave,  therefore,  to  place  with  you  the  communication  addressed  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  upon  the  “joint  resolution,”  “reg¬ 
ulating  contracts  with  the  Navy  Department.” 

In  the  note  accompanying  the  paper  to  Mr.  Sedgwick  we  remarked  that  it 
“  will  show,  incidentally,  that  the  house  in  which  the  undersigned  is  a  partner, 
so  far  from  being  desirous  to  avail  themselves,  to  their  pecuniary  advantage,  of 
the  evils  of  the  contract  system,  improved  the  earliest  opportunity,  a  year  ago, 
to  record  with  the  department  their  regret  that  such  evils  existed,  and  their 
earnest  desire  to  aid  in  effecting  a  remedy.” 

Most  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

The  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


New  York,  February  12,  1863. 

My  Dear  Sir:  I  am  glad  to  notice  by  the  papers  that  the  resolution  con¬ 
cerning  contracts  was  recommitted  after  debate,  as  I  feared  my  suggestions  were 
quite  too  late. 

We  have  really  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  amendments  suggested;  for  it  is 
impossible  to  estimate  whether  the  bill  with  or  without  them  will  be  most  favor¬ 
able  to  our  profit,  if  we  make  further  contracts.  My  motive  in  the  effort  made 
was,  sincerely:  first,  for  the  good  of  the  government;  second,  that  it  might 
appear  that  all  merchants  who  became  contractors  were  not  inevitably,  because 
in  business  connexions  with  the  government,  selfish  sharpers. 

The  record  we  have  made  to  date  is  a  clear  one:  we  are  content  to  be  judged 
by  it.  I  regard  it  as  most  fortunate  that,  without  knowledge  that  any  such 
legislation  was  pending,  it  happened  in  my  way  to  place  our  record  with  the 
Naval  Committee. 

If  in  the  course  of  the  debate  sweeping  animadversion  may  be  made  upon  con-^ 
tractors  under  the  system  hitherto,  ^mur  sentiments  of  fairness,  regard  for  the- 
fame  of  Boston  merchants,  and  (may  I  presume ! )  your  confidence  in  the  under¬ 
signed,  may  prompt  you  to  speak  in  reply. 

With  reference  to  “nominal  prices,”  upon  which  so  much  is  said,  this  is  our 
reply:  We  were  compelled  to  use  an  old  system,  provided  by  law,  as  it  long 
had  been  used  and  accepted  by  the  department,  or  retire  from  the  competition. 

If  all  houses  who  would  be  honorable  dealers  with  the  government  thus  re¬ 
tired  from  the  field,  the  government,  with  a  bad  system,  would  be  entirely  in 
bad  hands. 

We  did  our  part,  as  soon  as  we  comprehended  the  evils  of  the  system,  ini 
recording  our  regret  that  they  existed,  and  our  desire  for  their  remedy. 

With  a  renewal  of  thanks  for  your  courtesy,  I  am  yours,  respectfully  and  truly,. 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

Hon.  D.  W.  Gooch,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Through  the  concurrent  effort  of  Hon.  Messrs.  Gooch  and  Sedgwick,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution  approved  March  3,  1863,  which  was  in  place  of  that  recommitted  in 
February,  provided  that  “every  contract  shall  require  the  delivery  of  a  speci¬ 
fied  quantity.” 
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Tliis  requirement  of  the  law,  that  the  Navy  Department  should  contract  for 
fixed  quantities,  caused  nominal  prices  to  disappear  at  once  from  the  bids  upon 
the  next  proposals  for  supplies. 

Thus,  as  was  remarked  to  Mr.  Sedgwick,  “paradoxical  as  it  may  appear  to  some 
minds,  contractors  have  been  reformersJ^ 

The  annexed  are  fair  specimens  of  contracts  with  the  Bureau  of  Construction; 
the  first,  of  those  executed  for  many  years  prior  to  1863 :  the  second,  of  those 
for  the  year  1863-’64,  under  the  reform  above  mentioned. 

The  latter  vindicates  the  assertion  {vide  page  8)  that  where  quantities  are  fixed, 
there  can  he  no  nominal  prices. 


Contract fior  iron fior  Charlestown  yard,  for  year  1861-’62. 


Bureau  of  Construction : 

75,000  pounds  round  iron,  from  to  inches . 03 J  per  pound. 

8,000  “  “  “  2|  to  3  inches . 00|  “ 

4,000  “  square  iron,  ‘‘  ^  to  2  inches . 00^  “ 

'2,000  “  “  2  J  to  5  J  inches . 00  J  “ 

1,000  “  “  (ham’d)  1  to  5  inches . 00^  “ 

5,000  “  flat  iron,  from  J  to  1  inch  ^  “ 

thick  iron  “  1-J  to  9  inches  wide  j .  ^  “ 

Etc.,  etc.,  etc. 


By  contracts  of  this  date  it  was  stipulated  that,  “if  additional  quantities  of 
any  of  the  above-named  articles  are  demanded,  they  are  to  be  furnished  on  like 
terms  and  conditions,  previous  to  the  expiraton  of  the  fiscal  year.” 

Large  “additional  quantities”  were  demanded.  The  prices  above  indicate 
the  judgment  of  the  contractor  as  to  what  hinds  would  he  wanted  in  largest 
quantities. 


'  Contract  for  iron  for  Charlestoivn  yard,  for  year  lS63-’64. 

Bureau  of  Construction: 

By  the  terms  of  this  contract,  the  precise  quantities  named  in  the  schedules 
were  to  be  delivered,  more,  no  less,^’’  according  to  the  act  of  March  3,  1863. 

250,000  pounds  round  iron,  from  jq  to  2^  inches . 04  per  pound. 

10,000 
30,000 
5,000 
10,000 
10,000 
100,000 


(  6 
66 
66 
66 
66 
66 


66 

66 

66 

66 


2#  to  3 


3J  to  7 


square  iron, 

66 

“  (ham’d) 
flat  iron,  from 


inches . 04 

inches . 05 

^  to  2  inches . .  04 

2j  to  5J  inches . 04 

1  to  6  inches . 05 J 

inch  thick 


Etc., 


li  to  1 
1 J  to  9  inches  wide 

etc., 


! 


04i 


etc. 


66 


66 


66 

66 


Correspondence  concerning  the  purchase  of  naval  supplies. 

Navy  Agent’s  Office, 

Boston,  December  1,  1863. 

Sir:  In  a  communication,  under  date  of  the  17th  ultimo,  Hon.  Charles  B. 
Sedgwick,  Commissioner  of  the  Naval  Code,  expresses  a  desire  to  obtain  from 
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“gentlemen  practically  aqiiainted  with  the  subject,”  information  as  to  “the  best 
and  most  economical  mode  of  purchase  of  supplies  for  the  navy,  and  the  one 
most  likely  to  protect  the  government  from  fraud.” 

Among  others,  he  submits  the  following  questions : 

First.  “Whether  the  present  contract  system  might  be  modified  and  changed 
so  as  to- avoid  objection  and  prevent  fraud.” 

Second.  “  Whether  any  more  thorough  and  strict  system  of  inspection  and 
accounting  for  supplies  and  materials  purchased  ought  to  be  adopted  to  secure 
the  department  against  imposition.” 

I  should  be  glad  to  have  you  state  your  judgment  upon  these  questions,  to  be 
enclosed  to  the  commissioner,  as  suggested  by  your  observation  and  experience, 
during  the  period  of  your  business  relations  with  the  department. 

1  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant,  » 

E.  L.  NORTON,  Navy  Agent. 

Franklin  W.  Smith,  Esq.,  Boston. 


Boston,  Beceinher  11,  1863. 

Sir:  I  respond  with  pleasure  to  your  request  for  the  statement  of  my  judg¬ 
ment  upon  inquiries  submitted  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  Naval  Code,  viz: 

First.  “Whether  the  present  contract  system  might  be  modified  and  changed, 
so  as  to  avoid  objection  and  prevent  fraud.” 

Second.  “  Whether  any  more  thorough  and  strict  system  of  inspection  and 
accounting»for  supplies  and  materials  purchased  ought  to  be  adopted  to  secure 
the  department  against  imposition.” 

“The  joint  resolution  regulating  contracts  with  the  Navy  Department,”  ap¬ 
proved  March  3,  1863,  provided  “that  every  contract  shall  require  the  deliv¬ 
ery  of  a  specific  quantity?’  This  was  a  decided  reformation  of  the  old  system 
for  unlimited  supplies,  upon  the  lowest  aggregate  bid  upon  a  quantity;  which 
left  upon  the  published  reports  of  the  department,  for  several  years,  such  absurd 
records  of  government  bargains.  • 

In  a  communication  addressed  to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Naval 
AflPah’s,  in  February,  1863,  the  prediction  was  made,  that  if  the  Navy  Depart¬ 
ment  would  advertise  for  “no  more  and  no  less  ”  than  the  quantity  to  be  re¬ 
ceived  under  the  contract,  fictitious  and  excessive  prices,  which  had  been  an 
evil  and  a  reproach,  would  disappear.  Existing  contracts  for  specific. quantities, 
executed  under  the  present  law,  demonstrate  the  truth  of  the  assertion.  By 
this  reform,  therefore,  the  most  prominent  evils  oEpast  years  have  been  removed. 

Yet  additional  safeguards  of  law,  scrupulously  applied  by  the  authorities,  are 
requisite  before  the  confidence  of  the  community  can  be  commanded,  and  before 
there  can  be  certainty  that  the  obligations  of  contractors  are  faithfully  fulfilled. 

These  safeguards  are  required  as  to  the  following  questions : 

First.  Is  thejrbassurance  to  the  public  of  absolute  fairness  in  the  reception  of 
bids  and  award  of  contracts  ? 

Second.  Are  the  schedules  of  merchandise  for  which  bids  are  invited  suffi¬ 
ciently  explicit  in  the  description  of  merchandise  to  be  furnished  ? 

Third.  Is  the  system  for  the  receipt  of  merchandise  so  systematically  pro¬ 
tected  that  goverjiment  cannot  be  defrauded  .in  quantity  or  quality  ? 

For  satisfaction  to  the  mercantile  community  upon  ihejirst  inquiry  above  sug¬ 
gested,  it  must  be  known  that  all  preliminary  arrangements  for  the  award  of 
contracts  are  scrupulously  guarded  against  collusion  of  clerks  with  favored  par¬ 
ties,  and  against  inaccuracy  in  computations  or  irregularity  in  the  form  of  bids. 

The  advertisement  for  proposals  .should  state  that  the  opening  of  bids  (no 
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longer,  as  formerly,  in  secret  with  chiefs  and  clerks  of  bureaus)  is  by  law  pro¬ 
vided  to  be  in  the  presence  of  bidders.  , 

Bids  should  be  received  in  closed  safes  prepared  for  the  purpose,  secured 
against  all  inspection  until  the  hour  of  opening  named  in  the  advertisement. 
TheA,  in  presence  of  the  competing  parties  or  their  agents,  they  should  be 
withdrawn,  sorted  and  stamped  with  a  seal  privately  retained  by  chiefs  of  bu¬ 
reaus  for  the  purpose. 

No  bids  should  be  received  after  the  hour  of  opening. 

Bids  should  not  be  indorsed  with  the  numbers  of  the  classes  named  within 
them. 

( From  such  indorsements  it  may  he  learned  hy  clerks  that  there  are  no  bids 
for  certain  classes  ;  and  through  collusion,  exorbitant  prices  may  be  named  for 
said  classes.  It  is  believed  that  in  the  case  of  certain  contracts  where  enormous 
prices  were  obtained,  such  wrongful  advantage  must  have  been  employed.) 

All  bids  containing  erroneous  computations,  omissions  of  prices  for  any  ar¬ 
ticles,  figures  or  writing  in  pencil,  or  having  other  suspicious  appearances  or 
informalities,  should  be  rejected. 

(  Bids  have  been  received  containing  several  arithmetical  errors,  but  all  against 
the  government ;  wherein,  while  prices  have  been  exorbitant,  the  extensions  have 
been  minus,  and  the  aggregate  the  lowest.  It  is  a  discreditable  fact  that  such 
bids  have  been  actually  executed  in  contract.  Ordinary  mathematical  calcula¬ 
tions,  in  private  life  made  sure  with  the  grocer  and  baker,  have  passed  the  in¬ 
spection  and  notice  of  government  offices,  grossly  erroneous ;  the  result  of  these' 
errors  being  in  such  loss  to  government  and  such  gain  to  the  contractor  as  to 
suggest  that  they  could  not  have  been  in  all  intents  m\s-calculations.) 

The  opening  of  bids  should  be  at  a  continuous  sitting  if  practicable. 

If  adjournment  be  necessary,  unopened  bids  should  be  secured  from  inspection 
of  all  parties  in  the  interim. 

Examination  of  computations  and  forms  should  be  made  only  in  the  offices  of 
the  department;  and  for  no  purpose  whatever  should  bids  be  removed  therefrom 
until  contracts  have  been  executed. 

( Instances  have  been  remarked^  where  bids  for  different  yards  have  been  takert 
by  clerks  to  their  homes  for  examination',  doubtless  an  arrangement  made  with 
legitimate  intent,  but  plainly  offering  opportunity  for  wrong.) 

These  details  are  by  no  means  over-cautious  in  transactions  which  involve 
not  only  large  expenditure  of  money,  but  the  good  faith  of  government  toward 
the  people.  Officers  who  have  in  charge  such  important  business  interests 
should  not  be  satisfied  merely  with  their  own  belief  that  there  IS  no  wrong  com¬ 
mitted.  They  should  be  eager  to  arrange  evidence  for  the  public,  ih^dlnonjcrong 
CAN  be  committed. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1863,  expressly  provides  that  “no  bids 

HAVING  NOMINAL  OR  FICTITIOUS  PRICES  SHALL  BE  CONSIDERED.” 

As  above’ stated,  this  legislation  effected  such  reform  that  “  fictitious  prices” 
have  almost  entirely  disappeared. 

This  term  (somewhat  anomalous)  is  interpreted  by  the  bureaus  as  meaning 
prices  that  are  very  much  less  than  standard  market  values. 

There  are  two  or  three  contracts  of  the  jwesent  year,  by  which  articles  (in  one 
case  of  very  great  importance,  and  capable  of  adulteration)  are  contracted  for 
at  less  than  two-thirds  the  ready  cash  market  value. 

The  question  naturally  arises,  Was  the  provision  of  law  above  quoted  strictly 
applied  in  these  instances  % 

Distrust  of  scrupulous  adherence  to  the  law  tends  to  discourage  reformatory  . 
legislation. 

The  honorable  Secretary,  in  his  report,  states  that  “the  law  permits  no  al¬ 
ternative  but  the  acceptance  of  the  lowest  offer,  regardless  of  the  individual  who 
makes  it,  or  the  devices  he  practices.”  This  was  the  case  before  the  enactment 
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of  tlie  present  law.  It  would  appear  that  the  restriction  of  the  act  above  named, 
and  other  of  its  provisions  giving  liberty  to  chiefs  of  bureaus  to  reject  the  bids 
of  certain  parties,  escaped  his  attention. 

G-uarantee  of  fairness  in  the  opening  of  bids  and  award  of  contracts  being  as¬ 
sured  to  the  merchant,  he  necessarily  inquires  — 

Secondly.  Are  the  schedirles  of  merchandise  for  which  bids  are  inviteij  suffi¬ 
ciently  explicit  in  the  description  of  merchandise  to  be  furnished  ? 

If  they  are  not  thus  explicit,  prudent  merchants  will  be  cautious  of  committal 
to  indefinable  risks.  Schedules  as  published  for  the  various  yards  have  been 
faulty  in  this  respect. 

To  illustrate — an  item  in  one  class,  as  advertised  (1863-’64)  was  for — 

595  gross  ii on  screvs  and  sizes, 

and  87  gross  brass  screws  ) 

The  difference  to  the  merchant  as  to  what  might  be  demanded,  under  this  de-  ■ 
scription,  is  not  less  than  $2,500. 

In  another  class,  30  g'ross  of  files  were  described  as  to  size  and  kind.  The 
remaining  item  was  40  gross  rat-tail  files,  assorted ;  on  which  demands  might 
be  made  differing  in  cost  $1,000. 

It  must  be  practicable  to  estimate  more  precisely  than  in  these  instances  the 
description  of  materials  to  be  required.  The  ship- carpenter  is  aware  of  the  sizes 
(not  many)  necessary  for  composition  work,  port  lights,  &c. ;  and  the  joiner  also 
of  those  required  for  cabin  trimmings  and  furniture.  A  definite  quantity  can  be 
stated  for  sizes  known  to  be  required ;  the  additional  demand  for  contingencies 
being  left  to  open  purchase.  Sizes  were  thus  given  in  detail,  at  that  date,  for  the 

ashington  yard. 

When  specifications  for  the  building  of  engines  for  a  steam  frigate  can  set 
forth  details  of  measurement  from  the  diameter  of  a  cylinder  to  that  of  a  bolt, 
and  of  articles  to  the  precise  number  of  oil-feeders  and  coal-shovels,  it  would  seem 
that  an  accurate  estimate  of  other  details  in  the  construction  and  equipment  of 
the  frigate  is  not  an  impossibility. 

Fairness  as  to  award  of  contracts  and  schedules  of  merchandise  in  specific 
quantities,  distinctly  described,  being  assured,  one  contingency  remains  against 
a  general  competition  for  the  sale  of  supplies  to  the  department,  as  follows: 

Thirdly.  Is  the  system  for  thejreceipt  of  merchandise  so  systematically  pro¬ 
tected  that  government  cannot  be  defrauded  in  quantity  or  quality  % 

This  is  a  question  vital  to  the  interests  of  the  government  under  any  system  of 
qmrchase.  No  fairness  of  price,  no  high  standard  of  quality,  can  compete  against 
the  fraudulent  collusion  of  dishonest  traders  with  weigh-masters  and  receiving 
clerks. 

Suspicions  have  long  existed  as  to  the  prevalence  of  this  style  of  robbery  in 
i^avy  yards.  Indeed,  it  is  frequently  remarked,  as  an  irremediable  evil,  that 
government  must  be  robbed  to  some  extent  in  the  delivery  of  merchandise ;  be¬ 
cause  it  is  inevitable  that  there  will  be  some  dishonest  men.  Yet  because  of 
this  extraordinary  exposure  to  wrong,  extraordinary  protective  and  detective 
measures  are  demanded  at  the  hands  of  executive  officers  in  the  departments. 
A  system  should  be  devised  so  thorough  in  its  checks  and  counterchecks,  that 
rogues  cannot  disarrange  its  machinery  without  being  caught  in  its  traps. 

I  do  not  hesitate  to  state  as  my  belief,  based  upon  unusual  facilities  for  judg¬ 
ment,  that  there  is  not  at  present  a  system  in  navy  yards  sufficiently  protec¬ 
tive  against  short  weights  and  measures. 

Doors  are  open  which  should  be  closed  and  doubly  locked. 

There  are  means  for  the  perpetration  of  this  wrong,  without  and  beyond 
the  knowledge  of  the  naval  storekeeper,  who  may  be  honest  meanwhile  in  the 
exercise  of  his  functions.  I  am  aware  this  is  an  important  statement.  It  is 
made  in  full  conviction  of  its  importance  and  its  truth. 
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It  must  be  entirely  practicable  to  remedy  all  exposure  to  tliis  evil,  and, 
through  enterprise  and  ingenuity,  not  only  to  devise  an  effective  system  of 
protection  against  fraud  in  the  delivery  of  merchandise,  but  to  insure  its  faith¬ 
ful  execution. 

An  eminent  house  in  this  country  merchandises  annually  to  an  amount  equal 
to  half  the  entire  appropriations  for  the  Navy  Department  for  1861-’62.  It  em¬ 
ploys  hundreds  of  persons  in  contact  with  its  property.  Yet  doubtless  the  Amst 
amount  of  mei  chandise  is  protected  hy  system,  in  its  movements,  from  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  cases  of  silk  to  the  sale  of  a  spool  of  cotton. 

The  Bank  of  England,  in  its  internal  administration,  is  like  an  apartment 
walled  with  mirrors ;  each  action  therein  is  reflected  in  various  directions  to  the 
observation  of  others,  as  honest  or  dishonest. 

When  the  Navy  Department  is  developed  upon  so  vast  a  scale  as  to  require 
an  appropHation  for  $140,000,000,  like  precision  in  system  will  be  required 
to  afford  protection  to  government.  As  additional  security  to  the  present 
system,  I  venture  the  suggestion  that  there  should  be  in  every  navy  yard  a 
naval  store  receiver,  as  well  as  naval  storekeeper. 

These  officers  should  be  of  equal  rank,  and  should  receive  the  same  emolu¬ 
ment.  The  receiver  should  be  a  sworn  and  bonded  officer,  for  the  faithful  exe¬ 
cution  of  his  trusts.  He  should  have  been  previously  a  practiced  measurer, 
weigher,  and  gauger.  He  should  be  in  the  yard  during  the  usual  working 
hours.  He  should  rnaintafn  a  record  at  the  gate  of  the  number  of  loads  of  mer¬ 
chandise  and  mateHal  passing  through  in  either  direction^  with  memoranda  giv¬ 
ing  general  description  thereof.  He  should  keep  permanent  records  also  of  all 
weights,  measures,  gauges,  and  computations.  Employes  of  the  naval  store¬ 
keeper  should  verify  the  accuracy  of  these  records  jointly  with  the  receiver ; 
and  countersign  his  certificates  thereof.*  These  certificates  should  then  be 
placed  on  file  as  vouchers  for  the  merchandise  to  the  debit  of  the  storekeeper’s 
stock  on  hand. 

Furthermore,  the  regulations  for  navy  yards  require  that  the  navy  agent  shall 
be  responsible  that  merchandise  due  on  contract  is  “forthcoming.”  At  present 
there  are  no  facilities  afforded  him  for  knowing  that  it  comes  at  all.  He  has  no 
record  of  its  receipt  until  vouchers  for  the  payment  for  the  merchandise  are  for¬ 
warded  to  his  office  for  requisition  upon  the  treasury. 

In  the  case  of  open  purchases,  he  is  obliged  to  approve  bills  in  the  first 
instance  without  knowledge  of  the  delivery  of  the  merchandise. 

Upon  the  system  above  mentioned,  duplicate  receipts  can  be  sent  daily  by 
the  receiver  to  the  navy  agent  for  his  evidence  prior  to  the  approval  of  original 
invoices. 

It  is  not  supposed  that  the  office  of  receiver  would  hold  any  relation  to  the 
important  duty  of  inspection  as  to  quality.  This  service  should  be  required 
of  the  proper  officers  in  each  department,  as  experts,  and  who  should  be  held 
severely  reprehensible  for  any  negligence  or  unfaithfulness. 

When  such  reforms  as  these,  above  detailed,  are  applied  in  the  administration 
of  the  bureaus  and  at  the  yards,  it  will  be  difficult  to  show  objections  to  a 
contract  system,  or  opportunities  for  fraud  in  purchases  by  either  contract  or 
open  purchase. 

It  is  possible  that  the  suggestions  herein  submitted  may  be  regarded  as 
intrusive  by  some  to  whose  official  functions  they  have  special  relation. 

Yet  it  may  without  presumption  be  assumed  that  the  business  transactions 
with  the  department  of  the  house  of  which  the  writer  is  a  member,  amounting 
to  more  than  a  million  of  dollars,  and  demanding  of  him  during  two  years 


"^The  Bureau  of  Ordnance  recently  directed  that  all  metals  purchased  for  its  use  should 
be  weighed  in  the  presence  both  of  the  master  machinist  and  an  ordnance  inspector.  It  is 
hoped  this  will  prove  an  initiatory  measure  for  the  duplicate  verification  of  all  weights  and 
measm’es. 
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almost  daily  visitation  of  tlie  workshops  and  offices  of  the  navy  yard,  involving 
the  supply  of  a  great  variety  of  article^  entering  into  consumption  and  use 
throughout  the  mechanical  departments  and  on  shipboard,  ought  to  have 
furnished  to  a  merchant  facilities  for  judgment  as  to  the  system  in  practice 
entitled  to  some  consideration. 

Faithful  officers  of  the  government  who  would  vigilantly  guard  its  interests 
and  exact  its  claims  will  invite  the  thorough  scrutiny  and  welcome  the  respect¬ 
ful  suggestion  of  citizens,  as  zealous  as  themselves  for  the  welfare  of  govern¬ 
ment,  and  contributing,  perhaps,  as  much  to  its  support.  ^ 

An  ex-Presldent  of  the  United  States  has  said  :  “  It  is  a  condition  for  the 
enjoyment  of  liberty  that  our  rulers  be  narrowly  watched.  It  can  never  be 
long  preserved  without  popular  jealousy.  It  is  a  maxim  of  despots  that  the 
people  should  never  inquire  into  the  concerns  of  government.” 

Transactions  with  government  have  been  subject  to  such  general  suspicion 
that  merchants  sensitive  to  their  good  name  are  reluctant  to  engage  in  them, 
exposing  themselves  to  disparagement  and  scandal.  Yet  shall  those  of  the 
mercantile  community  who  would  maintain  their  own  integrity  abandon  the 
competition  ?  Or  shall  they  enter  the  lists,  to  strive  against  temptation  to 
themselves  and  for  its  removal  from  others  ? 

The  case  seems  to  be  this  :  rogues,  as  may  be  expected,  approach  govern¬ 
ment  for  business.  Executive  officers  are  not  sufficiently  expert  for  their  detec¬ 
tion  ;  therefore,  all  who  solicit  government  patronage  are  under  distrust  and 
suspicion. 

Again :  it  is  not  through  the  dereliction  of  citizen  contractors  alone  that 
government  may  be  defrauded.  Evidence  is  on  record  that  government 
employes,  either  by  mal-intent  or  through  inadvertence,  have  been  as  greatly 
in  fault.  Results  mav  be  known  outside  of  srovernment  offices  which  are  indi- 
vidual  secrets  within  them. 

The  honorable  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  in  his  last  report,  says  :  “.When 
proposals  are  made  to  Yurnish  the  government  with  supplies  at  prices  below  the 
market  value,  as  is  done  in  many  cases,  the  transaction  indicates  fraud” — a 
statement  evidently  just  in  the  case  of  proposals  for  specific  contracts  ;  wherein 
there  is  no  contingency  for  the  delivery  of  greater  or  less  quantities  of  certain 
articles,  to  the  advantage  of  the  seller.  But  did  it  not  occur  to  the  bureau 
whose  contracts  furnish  occasion  for  this  remark,  that  in  such  case  it  had  written 
notice  of  intended  fraud,  the  name  of  the  party  by  whom,  and  the  description 
of  the  article  in  which,  the  fraud  was  to  be  suspected  ?  What  greater  facilities 
could  be  asked  for  the  detection  and  punishment  of  fraud  ? 

It  has  been  necessary  for  the  elucidation  of  opinions  herein  expressed  to 
discuss  the  efficiency  and  accuracy  of  bureau  administration.  Yet  the  writer 
would  by  no  means  disparage  the  great  ability  and  zeal  of  the  chiefs  of  bureaus 
in  behalf  of  the  national  interests  in  their  charge.  The  venerable  senior  among 
them  long  ago  attested  by  his  valor  his  devotion  to  the  honor  of  his  country. 
Their  labors  must  have  been  arduous  and  excessive  in  the  construction  of  an 
immense  navy  with  unprecedented  rapidity,  and  its  employment  with  unsur¬ 
passed  results. 

Yet  it  may  be  questioned  whether  it  is  practicable  for  them,  amid  absorbing 
scientific  investigations  as  to  efficiency  of  ordnance,  construction  of  monitors, 
improvements  in  engineering,  also  efficiently  to  superintend,  as  is  proposed, 
great  expenditures  for  supplies.  Their  vocations  have  necessarily  left  them 
untrained  in  mercantile  usages,  and  unskilled  in  acuteness  to  detect  the  strata¬ 
gems  of  the  trading  world.  While,  in  compliance  with  your  request,  and  under 
impression  of  the  importance  of  the  subject,  I  have  frankly  advocated  amend¬ 
ment  in  details  of  administration,  it  has  been  without  the  least  impulse  of  disre¬ 
spect  for  officers  of  the  government  or  the  disparagement  of  their  services  ;  but 
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for  a  record  against  evils  from  wliicli  the  business  world  believes  our  govern¬ 
ment  to  receive  material  injury. 

We  improved  the  earliest  opportunity  after  apprehending  the  evils  of  the 
contract  system  (in  1861)  to  expose  them  to  the  department,  remarking,  “We 
shall  be  glad  to  aid  any  effort  to  replace  it  by  one  more  distinct  in  its  demands 
upon  the  seller  of  merchandise,  and  therefore  far  more  agreeable  to  those  who' 
would  be  honorable  competitors  for  government  patronage.” 

It  was  a  gratification  that  opportunity  occurred  to  press  legislation  for  this 
purpose,  and  that  reform  was  accomplished.  During  the  subsequent  period, 
as  observation  informed  of  remaining  facilities  for  wrong,  impatience  has  been 
felt  for  their  removal. 

At  a  time  when  our  government  is  engaged  in  an  exhaustive  struggle  for 
life,  I  have  been  compelled  as  a  citizen  to  urge  its  protection  against  unfaithful¬ 
ness  in  its  service  and  fraud  by  those  enjoying  its  patronage. 

I  remain,  sir,  most  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

Hon.  E.  L.  Norton,  Navy  Agent. 


Letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Washington,  December  29,  1863. 

Sir  :  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  to  your  consideration  herewith  a  paper 
concerning  the  system  of  purchase  and  inspection  of  navy  supplies,  prepared  at 
the  request  of  the  navy  agent  at  Boston  for  the  commissioner  of  the  naval  code. 

My  former  suggestions  upon  this  subject  (kindly  honored  by  your  ready  and 
candid  hearing)  were  in  advocacy  of  a  limit  of  contracts  by  law  to  specific 
quantities — a  reform  subsequently  effected  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March, 
1863,  and  by  which  some  of  the  prominent  abuses  of  former,  years  were  re¬ 
moved. 

I  am  thus  encouraged  to  solicit  your  attention  to  a  statement  of  evils  yet  ex¬ 
isting  in  the  system  or  its  administration,  of  which  I  have  been  infc^med  ne¬ 
cessarily  in  the  course  of  business  experience  with  the  department. 

I  remain,  sir,  respectfully,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

The  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


Letter  to  Chiefs  of  Bureaus. 

I 

.  Boston,  January  2,  1864. 

Sir  :  The  accompanying  paper,  concerning  the  existing  system  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  naval  supplies  was  prepared  for  the  commissioner  of  the  naval  code, 
in  compliance  with  his  request,  as  expressed  to  the  navy  agent  at  Boston. 

The  prevalent  distrust  of  mercantile  transactions  with  the  government  cer¬ 
tainly  demands  all  possible  effort  for  its  protection. 

In  confidence  of  yonr  eager  interest  in  legislative  or  administrative  mea¬ 
sures  promotive  of  this  object,  those  which  have  been-  suggested  as  expedient 
during  my  business  relations  with  the  Navy  Department  are  respectfully  sub¬ 
mitted  to  your  consideration. 

I  remain,  sir,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith, 

Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks. 
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Tlie  paper  was  also  enclosed  to  the  chairmen  of  the  Committees  on  Naval 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  and  to  the  chiefs  of  the 
Bureaus  of  Construction,  Steam  Engineering,  Ordnance,  Provisions  and  Cloth¬ 
ing,  Equipment  and  Recruiting,  Navigation,  and  Medicine  and  Surgery. 


Letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  with  an  analysis  of  certain  contracts  of 

the  Navy  Department.,  as  appendix  to  paper  addressed  to  the  commissioner 

of  the  naval  code. 

[Privately  printed  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  Committees  on  Naval  Affairs  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives.  ] 

Boston,  January  29,  1864. 

Sir  :  In  the  communication  to  the  commissioner  of  the  naval  code,  copy  of 
which  I  had  the  honor  to  address  to  you  on  the  29th  ultimo,  reference  was  made 
to  the  erroneous  computations  and  enormous  prices  of  certain  contracts  by  which 
it  was  believed  that  the  government  had  suffered  loss. 

At  that  time  the  statement  was  fully  warranted  upon  the  personal  knowledge 
of  the  writer.  The  suggestion  of  the  existence  of  such  wrong  to  the  depart¬ 
ment  was  supposed  by  him  to  be  the  entire  fulfilment  of  his  duty.  Facts  which 
have  subsequently  been  made  public  compel  him  now,  in  faithfulness  to  the 
country  and  to  himself,  to  place  before  you  a  more  distinct  statement  of  the 
case. 

The  Boston  Journal  recently  published  a  copy  of  one  of  these  suspicious  con¬ 
tracts — that,  wherein  $150  per  dozen  were  obtained  for  wrenches  worth  $10 
to  $15  per  dozen.  The  writer  proceeds  to  explain  the  transaction,  “in  justice 
to  the  Navy  Department,”  as  attributable  to  the  system  (formerly  existing  un¬ 
der  law  of  1855)  of  bidding  at  high  prices  and  low  prices,  according  to  the 
quantities  likely  to  be  required.  This  theory  was  probably  accepted  from  the 
speech  of  Senator  Grimes,  (Cong.  Globe,  Jan.  9,)  but  is  altogether  erroneous ; 
since  all  the  prices  were  exorbitant,  and  the  quantities  limited  under  the  act  of 
March,  1863. 

It  was  also  asserted  that  the  bid  was  a  fair  specimen  of  the  bids  for  every 
contract;  when,  in  fact,  the  contract  mentioned  (and  others  on  record  as  bad) 
is  exceptional,  extraordinary ,  and  must  have  had  a  peculiar  history. 

No  such  bids  were  ever  made  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  No  such  contracts 
have  been  made  for  the  Charlestown  yard  during  the  present  administration. 

The  “analysis  of  certain  contracts,”  accompanying  this  communication,  re-' 
veals  that  upon  awards  of  contracts  to  four  or  tico  parties,  in  March,  1863, 
amounting  to  $96,144  03,  $28,091  06  were  realized  above  ordinary  prices;  that 
$4,476  99  were  lost  to  goverument  by  erroneous  computations ;  and  also  strong 
evidence  of  the  reprehensible  means  through  which  such  excessive  profits  must 
have  been  secured. 

It  is  due  to  the  department  and  other  bidders  that  it  should  be  stated  that 
the  above  mentioned  are  all  or  nearly  all  of  such  wrongful  contracts  obtained; 
that  competition  limited  the  wrong ;  that,  as  the  result  of  your  protective  meas¬ 
ures  in  June,  the  repetition  of  such  operations  was  restrained ;  and  that  these 
discreditable  bargains  are  by  no  means  fair  specimens  of  the  contracts  of  the 
.  department  for  the  past  year. 

On  the  contrary,  many  of  the  contracts  for  1863,  especially  those  for  the 
Charlestown  yard,  are  very  favorable  to  government,  owing  to  the  late  advances 
upon  the  value  of  merchandise.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  are  furnishing  iron  at 
$90  to  $95,  worth  $110  to  $120.  All  other  metals  and  manufactures  of  metals 
have  advanced  in  like  ratio  to  their  contract  prices. 
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Yet  some  contracts  have  appeared  in  the  reports  of  the  bureaus  of  an  unprece¬ 
dented  character.  The  only  explanation  for  them  yet  made  to  the  public  is 
incorrect;  in  fact,  their  peculiar  history  is  as  yet  a  secret.  In  the  absence  of 
authentic  statements,  false  and  exaggerated  theories  are  applied;  scandal  be¬ 
comes  excessive  and  wide-spread.  Supj^rcssio  veri,  suggestio  falsi. 

It  is  especially  unjust  that  merchants  who  have  had  no  part  in  wrongful  acts 
should  be  defamed  in  mass  with  those  who  have  committed  them.  If  obloquy 
is  to  be  scattered  broadcast  over  all  concerned  wij^h  government,  because  of  the 
dishonor  of  individuals ;  if  integrity  is  not  to  be  recognized  when  found,  and 
vindicated  from  undeserved  suspicion  and  reproach,  the  business  of  the  nation 
will  be  yielded  entirely  to  those  who  care  not  for  reputation,  having  none  to 
defend. 

We  are  not  willing  to  share  with  others,  in  the  least  degree,  the  imputations 
of  wrong  in  our  relations  to  government,  but  will  rather  make  an  effort  to  place 
the  discredit  where  it  belongs. 

Upon  our  first  movement  for  navy  business,  in  1861,  we  were  repelled  by 
records  of  the  absurd  bargains  published  in  the  reports  of  previous  years.  We 
were  obliged  to  follow  precedents  established,  under  the  law,  or  retire  from  the 
competition.  The  evils  existing  could  only  be  apprehended  by  tracking  them 
over  forbidding  ground.  We  vigorously  joined  in  the  raid  upon  them,  by  which 
tire  most  prominent  of  those  evils  were  remedied. 

During  the  period  when  contracts  could  only  be  obtained  by  calculation,  as  to 
quantities  instead  of  values  of  merchandise,  and  consequently  by  bids  of  anoma¬ 
lous  prices,  we  improved  an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  by  figures  to  the  Bureau 
of  Yards  and  Docks  that  the  average  per  cent,  of  profit  to  us  did  not  exceed  or 
equal  a  fair  mercantile  rate.  We  invite,  and  will  aid  in  like  manner,  the  utmost 
scrutiny  of  all  our  transactions  with  the  department. 

The  files  of  the  bureaus,  and  the  testimony  of  members  of  Congress  from 
Massachusetts,  will  witness  that  we  have  advocated  the  remedy  of  abuses  at 
once  upon  their  discovery.  The  following  pages  will  discover  an  onerous  task 
assumed  in  this  service.  The  writer,  exempt  from  the  present  draft  to  military 
service,  physically  and  by  age,  has  induced  a  recruit  to  represent  him  in  the 
field,  with  an  able  body,  six  feet  and  one-half  inch  high.  But  he  finds  yet 
another  national  duty  devolving  upon  him,  requirhH^  as  great  strength  of  pur¬ 
pose.,  if  not  of  muscle. 

In  full  confidence  of  your  eager  desire  for  the  detection  and  remedy  of  abuses 
in  the  administration  of  the  Navy  Department,  and  realizing  that  amid  your 
most  arduous  and  important  services  for  the  country  you  must  necessarily  be 
.  uninformed  of  such  statements  as  are  annexed,  they  are  respectfully  submitted 
to  your  consideration. 

I  remain,  sir,  most  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

FBANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


APPENDIX. 

All  bids  containing  erroneous  computations,  omissions  of  prices  for  any  arti¬ 
cles,  figures  or  writing  in  pencil,  or  having  other  suspicious  appearances  or  in¬ 
formalities,  should  be  rejected. 

(Bids  have  been  received  containing  several  arithmetical  errors,  but  all  against 
the  government;  wherein,  while  prices  have  been  exorbitant,  the  extensions 
have  been  minus,  and  the  aggregate  the  lowest.  It  is  a  discreditable  fact  that 
such  bids  have  been  actually  executed  in  contract.  Ordinary  mathematical  cal¬ 
culations,  in  private  life,  made  sure  with  grocer  and  baker,  have  passed  the 
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inspection  and  notice  of  tlie  government  offices,  grossly  erroneous  ;  tlie  result  of 
these  errors  being  in  such  loss  to  government  and  such  gain  to  the  contractor 
as  to  suggest  that  they  could  not  have  been,  in  all  intents,  miscalculations.) — 
Paper  of  P.  W.  S.,  for  commissioner  of  the  naval  code,  p.  4. 


Statement  No.  1. 

Erroneous  computations  in  certain  contracts  the  cause  of  loss  to  the  government. 

CORRESPONDENCE  CONCERNING  THE  FIRST  OF  SUCH  ERRORS  DISCOVERED  BY 

SMITH  BROTHERS  &  CO.  ^ 

Boston,  April  16,  1863. 

Sir  :  T^^e  have  seen  a  copy  of  a  contract  for  class  “R,”  in  the  schedule  as 
recently  advertised,  which  has  been  executed  between  the  bureau  and  Mr. 
- ,  of  New  York,  in  which  the  prices  set  against  the  articles  are  respec¬ 
tive!^  as  in  the  statement  annexed. 

As  the  prices  of  our  bid  (at  which  we  are  prepared  to  execute  the  contract) 

aggregate  six  hundred  (600)  dollars  less  than  the  correct  total  of  Mr. - ’s 

bid,  we  claim  that  the  contract  with  him  should  be  annulled  and  a  new  contract 
executed  with  our  house. 

Allow  us  to  suggest  whether  similar  discrepancies  in  addition  of  other  bids 
may  not  have  afPected,  in  like  manner,  other  contracts. 

We  are  your  most  obedient  servants, 

SMITH  BROTHERS  &  CO. 

B.  F.  IsHERwooD,  Esq., 

Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  Washington,  D.  C. 

COMPARISON  OF  BIDS. 


Prices  of  contract  with  Corresponding  price  of 


Mr. 

Siuitn  Bros.  &  Co. 

1,000  lbs.  nuts . . . . . 

$0  15  (!) 

$150 

00 

$0  10 

$100 

00 

200  lbs.  packing  . 

70  (!) 

140 

00 

60 

120 

00 

200  lbs.  emery . . 

20  (!) 

40 

00 

8 

16 

00 

20  reams  emery  cloth .  . . 

40  00  (!) 

800 

00 

20  50 

410 

00 

20  hydrometers . 

1  50 

30 

00 

1  50 

30 

00 

300  lbs.  mercury . 

1  25  (!) 

375 

00 

75 

225 

00 

25  thermometers . 

1  50 

37 

50 

1  50 

37 

50 

25  thermometers . 

1  50 

37 

50 

1  75 

43 

75 

3,000  lbs.  waste .  ... 

•  35 

1,  050 

00 

40 

1,200 

00 

50  flue  brushes . 

2  00 

100 

00 

1  50 

75 

00 

50  flue  brushes . 

3  00  (!)‘ 

150 

00 

1  00 

50- 

00 

As  added . 

1,910 

00 

2,  307 

25 

As  should  be  added . . 

2,910 

00 

$2,910  00 

2,307  25 

Smith  Brothers  &  Co.’ 

s  bid  less  by . 

602  75 

32 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


Navy  Department, 

Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  Aj^ril  18,  1863. 

Gentlemen:  Your  letter  of  the  16th  instant  is  received,  and  its  subject- 
matter  Mill  be  referred  at  once  to  the  department.  You  are  not,  however,  the 
next  lowest  bidders. 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

B.  F.  ISHERWOOD, 


Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co., 

Boston. 


Chief  of  Bureau. 


'  Navy  Department, 

Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  April  21,  1863. 

Gentlemen  :  The  proposal  of  the  lowest  bidder  for  class  R,  at  the  Charles¬ 
town  yard,  having  been  rejected  as  a  “nominal  bid,”  your  proposal  has  been 
accepted,  and  contract  is  this  day  forwarded  to  the  navy  agent  at  Boston,  which 
you  will  please  execute  at  your  earliest  convenience. 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

B.  F.  ISHERWOOD, 


Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co., 

Boston. 


Chief  of  Bureau. 


As  may  be  observed  in  the  first  of  the  above  letters,  the  suggestion  was  made 
^'•lohether  similar  discrepancies  in  addition  of  other  bids  may  not  have  affected, 
in  like  7nanner,  other  contracts.’^ 

It  was  hoped  that  a  recasting  of  figures  vmuld  be  ordered  to  detect  all  such 
m2>-calculations,  if  they  existed.  Yet  such  cursory  examination  of  the  report 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  as  the  writer  has  been  able  to  make  reveals  more 
of  this  arithmetic,  so  unlucky  for  the  country.  If  the  contracts  v^ere  published 
with  the  computations,  the  investigation  of  the  matter  would  be  facilitated.  No 
mistakes  will  be  found  in  the  bids  or  contracts  of  S.  B.  &  Co.,  although  the 
latter  alone  have  been  to  the  extent  of  eighty  folios. 


Erroneous  computations  in  certain  contracts  under  advertisement  of  February 

13,  1863. 

BUREAU  OP  CONSTRUCTION. 

Class  33. — Hardware. — D,  of  New  York,  for  Philadelphia  Yard. 

Bids:  D,  of  New  York . . |10,  444  551  * 

Grove  &  Ambruster! .  11,  738  64  (  r...  t,  *  o^n  oor> 

C,  of  New  York . . . ' . 14!  038  20  f  PP- 

Charles  McGriskey .  10,480  54  J 

This  contract  with  D,  of  New  York,  correctly  computed,  amounts  to  $12,444  55.  It  should,  thei'efore, 
have  been  awarded  to  Grove  &  Ambruster,  or  Charles  McGriskey.  Difference  against  government,  f 1,964  01. 

$12, 444  55  paid  by  government  for  the  merchandise. 

Next  lowest  bid -  10, 480  54 

1,  964  01  realized  by  D,  of  New  York,  by  unfortunate  (!)  arithmetic. 


Class  41. — Glass.— With  A,  of  New  York,  for  New  York.  Report,  p.  886. 
As  stated  in  scale  of  bids . $1, 278  65.  Correct  computation . $1, 478  65. 
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Class  39. — Lixseed  Oil,  &c. — By  B,  of  New  York,  for  Philadelphia  yard. 


Bidders :  Simes  &  Son. . . . 

Burnet  Forbes .. 
D,  of  New  Y ork 

B,  of  New  York 

C,  of  New  York 


$4,  S74  50  ) 

4  512  75  1 

*4,  724  00  >  Vide  Report,  pp.  870, 892. 
4, 106  00 
.  4,  474  00  J 


The  correct  computation  of  the  contract  published  is  §2,  918.  Reference  to  the  actual  contract  must  be 
had  to  explain  discrepancy. 


Class  41.— With  A,  of  New  York.— Glass.— Washington  Yard. 


As  stated  in  bids.  Report,  p.  871 . $592  00 

Correct  computation,  Report,  p.  897  .  652  50 


BUREAU  OF  ENGINEERING. 

Class  F,  Brooklyn.— Tools  for  Engineers.— D,  of  New  York. 

^^Only  bidder  D,  of  New  York,  $1,  920  25.  Report,  p.  974. 

The  contract,  as  printed,  correctly  computed,  is  $1,  623  25.  Report,  p.  979. 

Making  two  chests  of  tools,  complete,  $150,  instead  of  $1  50,  the  contract  will  add  $1,  920  25. 

$150  for  engineers’  chests  is  an  enormous  price ;  $25  to  $50  will  furnish  aU  that  is  wanted.  In  Charlestown 
the  article  required  cost  $24  each. 

Realized  by  D,  of  New  York,  on  one  item,  $200  above  fair  price ;  only  bidder. 

Class  R,  Brooklyn.— C,  of  New  York  ' 

Bids  ;  Zeno  Secor . $8,  221  74  ) 

D,  of  New  York .  8,  794  05  V  Report,  pp.  974,  981. 

C,  of  New  York . 7,  801  66  ) 

The  contract,  correctly  computed,  amounts  to . $8,  497  54 

And  should  have  been  awarded  to  Z.  Secor  for - - -  8,  221  74 


The  government  loses .  275  80  Realized  by  C,  of  New  York. 


Class  33  X,  Brooklyn. — Hardware. — B,  of  New  York.  Report,  pp.  974, 983. 

Bidders :  D,  of  New  York . $1,  546  25 1  As  printed,  correct  computation  is  $1,  359  20. 

C,  of  New  York .  1,  590  75  >  Making  gongs  $20  instead  of  20  cents  will 

B,  of  New  York .  1,  398  80  >  make  $1,  398  80. 


Class  R.— Ship  Chandlery.— Washington. 


O.NLY  bidders  :  C,  of  New  York . $9,  957  00  ? 

A,  of  New  York .  8,  954  00  1 

Correctly  computed,  as  printed,  it  amounts  to . $10,  752  00 

Next  lowest  bid .  9,  957  00 


pp.  97.5,  988. 


Difference 


795  00  Realized  by  A,  of  New  York. 


Not  many  of  the  contracts  with  other  bureaus,  and  at  other  times,  have  been  computed  by  the  writer. 


Class  23.— Yards  and  Docks.— Brooklyn. — Belting,  etc. 

Contract  with  D,  of  New  York. 

Bids :  D)  of  New  York . . . $6, 071  80  Report,  pp.  649, 712. 

Correctly  computed,  the  contract  is . $7,071  80 

The  next  bid  is . .  6,  232  37 

Therefore  government  suffers  loss  of .  839  43 


In  cases  like  the  above,  the  prices  obtained  having  been  excessive  and  unreasonable,  ought  not  the  dif¬ 
ferences  to  be  demanded  of  the  parties  ? 

D,  $1, 964  01 1 
C 


The  losses  to  government,  so  far  discovered,  are  by . <  qq  )> 

[ D,  839  43 ) 

lake  error  of  D,  of  New  York,  previously  discovered  by  S.  B.  &  Co.  602  75 


275  80  Five  contracts  average  a  loss  of 
about  $1,  000  each. 


4,  476  99 


Sufficient  to  pay  a  year’s  salary  of  a  competent  clerk  in  each  bureau  for  the  special  purpose  of  exajrfning 
computations. 


Statement  No.  2. 

Bids  should  not  be  indorsed  with  the  numbers  of  the  classes  named  within 
them. 

(From  such  indorsements  it  may  be  learned,  by  clerks,  that  there  are  no  bids 
Rep.  No.  99 - 3 
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for  certain  classes ;  and,  tbrongli  collusion,  exorbitant  prices  may  be  named  for 
said  classes.  It  is  believed, that  in  the  case  of  certain  contracts  where  enor¬ 
mous  prices  were  obtained,  such  wrongful  advantage  must  have  been  employed.) 
(Paper  for  Commissioner  of  the  Naval  Code,  p.  3.) 

Results  may  be  known  outside  of  government  offices  which  are  individual 
secrets  within  them.  ( Vide  paper  as  above,  p.  10.) 

Extract  from  section  2  of  the  joint  resolution  regulating  contracts  with  the  Navy 

Department,  approved  March  3,  1863. 

^^And  he  it  further  resolved,  *  *  *  Every  contract  shall  require  the 

delivery  of  a  specified  quantity,  and  no  bids  having  nominal  or  fictitious  prices 
shall  be  considered.  *  *  *  *  *  * 

“  That  if  more  than  one  bid  be  offered  by  any  one  party,  by,  or  in  the  name 
of  his  or  their  clerk,  partner,  or  other  person,  all  such  bids  may  be  rejected.’^ 

An  analysis  of  certain  contracts  and  bids  with  the  bureaus  for  the  year  1863 
will  show  that  parties  A,  B,  C,  D,*  of  New  York,  obtained  contracts  of  a  most 
.extraordinary  character,  involving  great  loss  to  the  government.  That  in  cases 
where  there  was  hut  one  bidder,  the  national  treasury  suffered  severely  from  the 
lack  of  competition.  That  where  only  A,  B,  C,  and  D  were  bidders,  the  prices 
scale  upward  in  the  most  remarkable  manner,  from  a  high  starting  point.  That, 
in  contrast  with  this,  when  competition  appears  from  parties  other  than  A,  B, 
C,  and  D,  with  a  marvellous  intuition,  one  or  more  of  A,  B,  C,  and  D  moderate 
their  views  of  the  value  of  merchandise — approximating  the  judgment  of  the 
outside  competitor,  and  frequently  underbidding  him  altogether. 

That  when  in  June  a  more  active  competition  was  aroused.  A,  B,  0,  and  D 
were  found  competitors  in  almost  every  class  at  prices  as  extraordinarily  low 
as  in  February  they  were  extraordinarily  high. 

Without  further  comment  upon  the  developments  in  the  following  pages,  it 
may  Safely  be  said  that  they  demonstrate  that  certain  bids  and  contracts,  very 
peculiar  in  their  character,  must  have  had  a  peculiar  history  ;  that  it  is  against 
probability  to  maintain  that  such  bids  and  such  awards  could  have  been  origi¬ 
nated  and  consummated  upon  the  judgment  of  any  men  in  entire  ignorance  of 
the  competition  to  which  they  were  to  be  subjected. 

Theories  so  self-evident  as  to  be  accepted  as  conclusions  have  been  rife  in 
the  business  community  wherein  there  was  knowledge  of  these  contracts. 

Now,  by  the  publication  of  the  bids  and  contracts  in  full,  the  veil  of  obscurity 
covering  these  transactions  is  so  thin  as  transparently  to  reveal  their  wrong. 

It  will  not  be  believed  that  such  a  series  of  erroneous  computations  and  exor¬ 
bitant  bids  could  or  would  have  been  attempted  without  encouragement  of  im¬ 
punity  for  the  former,  and  evidence  of  opportunity  for  the  latter. 

This  essential  assistance  must  have  been  found  within  the  bureaus.  The 
‘^ring”  entered  the  offices  of  the  department  in  its  circuit.  Some  pajrties  in  the 
interest  of  A,  B,  C,  B,  had  the  keys  of  the  drawers  ef  the  bureaus. 


*  It  will  throw  additional  light  upon  the  scheme  revealed  in  the  subsequent  pages  to  state 
that  the  parties  A  and  D,  of  New  York,  if  not  partners  in  fact,  have  been  intimately  con¬ 
nected  in  business  in  New  York,  occupying  the  same  premises  and  counting-room ;  and  that 
C,  of  New  York,  “acted  as  agent  for^’  A,  of  New  York,  “contractor.” 

1!^^  That  C  had  a  power-of-attorney  filed  at  Portsmouth,  “made  by”  A,  “dated  Decem¬ 
ber  30,  1862,”  “to  receive,  sign,  and  collect  all  approved  bills  and  moneys  on  my  contracts 
for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1863.”  Requisitions  were  made  upon  C,  attorney;  therefore, 
vouchers  in  the  bureau  where  his  bids  were  received  must  have  been  evidence  of  his  being 
agent  for  A.  Thus,  A,  C,  and  D  were  probably  one  party.  Ought  not  all  their  bids  to  have 
been  rejected,  as  provided  by  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1863  ? 
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Analysis  of  certain  bids  and  contracts  under  advertisement  of  Feb.  13,  1863. 


BUREAU  OF  CONSTRUCTION. 
Class  31. — Zinc  and  Tin. — Kittery  Yard. 


Bids:  A,  of  New  York .  $11,860  001 

B,  of  New  York .  12, 700  00  >  Report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  page  866. 

C,  of  New  York .  11, 940  00  >  • 


Contract  with  A,  of  New  York,  Report,  p.  874. 


100  lbs.  antimony,  20  cents  per  pound. 

4, 000  lbs.  sheet  zinc,  18  cents  per  pound. 

3,  000  lbs.  Banca  tin,  70  cents  per  pound. 
3,  000  lbs.  slab  zinc,  14  cents  per  pound. 

10  boxes  XX  tin,  $20  per  box . 

20, 000  lbs.  pig  copper,  42  cts.  per  pound. 


$20  00 
720  00 

Fair  market  price,  18  cents . 

C  Bid  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  ? 
)  at  same  date  for  Charlestown,  s 

15  cts.. 

2,100  00 

Do . 

.57  cts.. 

420  00 

Do . 

. do . 

.  9  cts.. 

200  00 

Do . 

. do . 

..$20.  .. 

8,  400  00 

Fair  market  price,  39  cents  on 
time,  making . 

contract 

$18  00 

600  00 

1,  710  00  . 
270  00 
200  00 

7,  8«0  00 


11,  860  00  10,  598  00 

10,  598  00  - ^ — 

Making .  1, 262  00  realized  above  market  rates  by  A,  of  New  York. 

COM^IENTs. — On  class  25,  iron,  and  class  26,  steel,  on  which  there  was  competition  of  other  parties  than  the 
above,  the  bids  of  A,  of  New  York,  approximated  fair  market  prices.  Vide  Report,  pp.  866,  873. 

The  above  statement  should  be  compared  with  prices  for — 


Class  31.— Zinc  and  Tin.— Brooklyn.— B,  of  New  York. 


Bids :  A,  of  New  York . 

B,  of  New  York . 

Burnet  Forbes,  New  York 

C,  of  New  York . 


$4,353  001 

3,  436  -W  f  P- 

3,890  00 J 


Contract  tcith  B,  of  New  York,  Report,  p.  883. 


2,000  lbs.  sheet  zinc,  at . . 

10  boxes  tin  plate,  IX,  10  by  14 

6 . do . IXX,  10  by  14 

6 . do . IXX,  14  by  20 

12 . do .  IC,  14  by  20 

4,000  lbs.  Banca  tin . . . 

1,500  lbs.  spelter  solder..  - . . 

Aggregate . . . 

Burnet  Forbes,  $45  less . 


15  cents  per  pound. 

. at  $15  per  box. 

- at  20  do. 

- at  16  do. 

- at  10  do. 

58  cents  per  pound. 
25  do. 


$3, 481  00 

3, 436  00,  rejected  as  a  fictitious  bid. 


45  00 


CoJDtENTS. — Low  prices  rejected  as  fictitious.  High  prices,  as  in  the  above  instance,  and  others  for  Kit¬ 
tery,  not  regarded  as  fictitious. 


Class  25.— Iron.— Brooklyn. 

\ 

Bids :  A,  of  New  York . 

B . do . . . 

C . do . 

David  W.  "Weiss* . . . 


$17,580  001 

16,  060  00  (  u  . 

16,450  00  f' Report-  P- 

16,  610  00  J 


869. 


4 - do . ■ 

4 - do . 


...do 


-do . 


Class  25. — Contract — Iron. — B,  of  New  York.  Report,  p.  882. 

200,000  lbs.  round  iron,  from  3-16  to  21^  inches . 6  cts.  per  lb.,  for  Oiailestowj^  } 

10,000  lbs.  square  iron,  from 
5,000 . do . from 

50,000  lbs.  flat  iron,  from 

e:  non  Ar.  f  li  to  2  inches  thick.  ? 

. . \  4  to  10  inches  wide..  3 

5,000 . do . j 


ito2  inches . 7 _ do . . . do.... 

2i  to  5i  inches . 

i  to  1  inch  thick. . .  ? 
li  to  9  inches  wide. .  > 

6 _ do. 


f  to  f  inch  thick  ---I 
7  to  12  inches  wide . .  > 


>  at  an  average  of  market  rates. 


4 _ do . 


2.000  lbs.  wrought  iron  square  nuts . 18 _ do. 

2,000  Ids.  tvrought  iron  sis-sided  nuts . . . 15 _ do. 


Total 


$16, 060  00 


Difference  above  fair  price  and  price  offered  for  Charlestown  yard,  on  two  sizes,  and  reah'zed  by  B,  of  New 
York,  $3,2-50  00. 


*  No  such  name  as  D.  W.  Weiss  in  the  New  York  or  Philadelphia  Directory. 
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A  and  C,  of  New  York,  demanded  yet  higher  rates,  according  to  above  statement  of  bids. 

Yet  on  the  next  class — No.  26,  for  steel — B,  of  New  York,  obtains  the  contract  at  very  low  rates,  against 
the  competition  of  S,  Mulliken  &  Co.,  steel  manufacturers. 

How  remarkable  ihe  prescience  which  enabled  him  to  judge  that  no  iron  manufacturer  or  dealer  would  offer 
iron  at  less  than  twenty  per  cent,  above  ruling  prices,  but  steel  at  market  rates  ! 

Competition,  so  naturally  to  be  expected,  appeared  in  the  Philadelphia  bids. 

Bids:  William  F.  Potts . . . * .  $5,966  00 


I  Report,  p.  869. 


B,  of  New  Yoi'k  . .  5,  523  00 

Prices  on  contract, — Class  25. — Iron. — B,  of  New  York  for  Philadelphia.  Report,  p.  888. 


52,  000  pounds  round  iron,  3-16  to  3  inch. 

10,  000.  .'-do . do .  3ito4finch. 

13,  000 ...  do  . .  square -  i  to  3  inch. 

30,  000. . -do  .  .flat .  $  to  2  inch. 

500. .  -  do  .  .thimble . 


5 

2 

5 

4 

5 


cents  per  pound,  j 
do.  do.  I 

do,  do.  *  > 

do.  do.  1 

do.  do.  J 


Apparent  result  of  competition;  a 
liberal  discount  from  prices  for  New 
York. 


If  B  had  bid  for  New  York  at  same  rates  as  for  Philadelphia,  the  advantage  to  government  would  have  been 
more  than  f2,000. 

Class  41.— -GtLass.— New  York. 


Only  bidder  :  A,  of  New  York,  $1,278  65.  Report,  p.  869. 

Contract  with  A,  of  New  York.  Report,  p.  886. 

150  lights,  double  crown  glass,  9  by  12 . . .  14  cents  per  light. 


100. 

.do. - - 

. . do . 

....  10  by  12 . . 

do. 

do. 

75. 

.do . 

. . do . 

_ 10  by  14 . . . . 

. .  16 

do. 

do. 

25. 

.do . 

.  20 

do. 

do. 

25. 

.do . 

....12  by  32 . \..... 

. .  20 

do. 

do. 

25 

.do . 

....  12  by  14 . 

.  40 

do. 

do. 

37. 

.do . 

. . do . 

....  12  by  16 . 

do. 

do. 

50. 

. do - - - 

. . - .  25 

do. 

do. 

25. 

.do . 

_ 14  by  20  . . 

.  25 

do. 

do. 

25. 

.do . 

. do . 

....  16  by  24 . . . 

.  30 

do. 

do. 

20. 

-do . 

. do . 

_ 24  by  30  . . . . 

- . .  50 

do. 

do. 

24  lenses,  12  in.  diam.,  li  in.  thick,  $20  00  each,  offered  by  D,  of  N.  Y.,  for  Phila.,  at  same  time  for  $5  each. 

10  deck  lights,  10  by  3 .  1  00  “ 

10 . do . 7  in .  60  “ 

50  doz.  hexagon  deck  lights,  3  in .  17  50  per  doz . do . do . do .  $12  per  doz. 


Total .  1,278  65  erroneous  computation ;  correct  amount,  $1,478  65. 


Difference  against  the  government  realized  by  A,  of  New  York,  on  two  items  in  the  above,  $635. 

Class  41.— Glass. — Washington. 

Only  bidder  :  A,  of  New  York,  $592,  as  in  statements  of  bids.  Report,  p.  871,  As  should  be,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  contract,  $652  50. 


Contract  with  A,  of  New  York.  Report,  p.  897. 


50  lights,  glass,  blue,  red,  and  green,  at 

$1  50  each,  worth . 

....  $0  75 

100  lights,  window  glass,  10  by  12 . 

50  each. 

offered  by  same  party,  as  above,  at . 

16 

75-. do . do . 12  by  18 . 

60.. do. 

. do . 

.do  . 

- (14  by  18)  at . 

25 

50.  .do . do. _ 14  by  18 . 

70.. do. 

. do . 

.do. . 

. at . 

25 

50.. do . do . 14  by  14 . 

80. .do. 

.....  do ..... . 

.do  . 

....(14  by  18)  at . 

25 

75. -do . do . 13  by  16 . 

90.. do. 

. do . 

.do  . 

_ (14  by  18)  at . 

100.  .do . do . 12  by  14 . 

1  00.. do. 

. do . 

.do. . 

. at . 

20 

6  glaziers’  diamonds . 

15  00.. do. 

. do . 

.do . 

.  Portsmouth,  at . 

6  00 

Total 


652  50  Total 


247  00 


The  glass,  etc.,  could  have  been  supplied  at  $247.  Excess  against  government  $405  50,  realized  by  A,  of 
New  York.  But,  on 


Class  41.— Glass. — Portsmouth, 


J.  H.  Bailey  bid  for . 

A,  of  New  York,  bid  for 


^2?  sSjlieport,  p.  876. 


Contract  with  A,  of  New  York.  Report,  p.  876. 

50  deck  lights,  9  by  3i,  at  $1  each. 

50  deck  lights,  9  inch  diameter,  by 
100  port  lights,  7  inch  diameter,  by 

Remarkable  I  That  the  competition  in  Portsmouth  should  have  been  pre-supposed,  with  such  diminishing 
effect  on  prices ! 

Class  28.— Iron  Nails.— Brooklyn.— B,  of  New  York. 

•Bidders  :  A,  of  New  York . . . . .  $1,  421  00 1 

B,  of  New  York .  1,  370  00  >  Report,  p.  869. 

C,  of  New  York . , .  1,  784  00  ) 

In  this  contract  $400  are  paid  to  B,  of  New  York,  on  14,000  pounds  of  nails,  more  than  to  Smith  Brothers 
&  Co.,  on  like  quantities  of  same  description  for  the  Charlestown  yard. 

Class  33. — Hardware. — Brooklyn. 

Class  33. — A,  of  New  York,  {only  hid.)  $22,585  40,  Report,  p.  869. 

Foot  note  states :  “Rejected;  prices  too  high.”  If  the  law  admitted  the  rejection  of  this  contract  on  ac¬ 
count  of  excessive  prices,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  other  contracts  executed  with  this  and  other  New  York 
parties  were  not  rejected  for  like  reason. 

It  would  be  interesting  to  examine  the  bid,  to  judge  of  the  prices  which  it  was  considered  by  the  bidder  as 
prcaticable  to  propose  in  a  public  competition. 


l|  thick’  ^2  00  each*  }  Compare  with  lenses  12  by  li  inch  at  $20,  as  above. 
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Class  34. — Tools  for  Stores.— Brooklyn*. 


On*LT  bidders  :  A,  of  New  York .  $4,  807  20  ?  ^  cco 

C,  of  New  York .  4,868  50  I  P- 

In  this  contract,  largely  assorted,  10  jack-screws  are  at  $120  each,  worth  $20  each.  Vide  Report,  p.  885. 
Realized  by  A.  of  New  York,  on  this  item,  $1,  000. 

The  relation  of  C,  as  agent,  with  power  of  attorney  for  A,  at  this  time  should  be  remembered ;  as,  in  fact, 
here  would  be  on  this  class  but  one  bidder. 


Class  33. — Hardware.— D,  of  New  York,  for  Philadelphia. 


Bidders :  D,  of  New  York  . . . . 

Grove  &  Ambruster 
H.  J.  ColUns  &  Co  . 
C.  M.  Griskey . 


$10,  444  55  j 
11,  738  64  [ 
14,  038  20  f 
10,  480  54  J 


* 

Report,  p.  870. 


The  computation  of  this  class  (against  the  government  to  the  amount  of  $1,964  01)  is  remarked,  p.  10. 

Analysis  of  prices  of  Class  33.  Report,  p.  889. 


On  several  articles  the  prices  are  enormous.  Composition  spikes,  50  cents  and  40  cents  per  pound,  worth 
36  cents.  In  one  ease  the  price  is  printed  $5  per  pound ;  it  must  be  this  is  an  error  for  50  cents.  Copper 
tacks  75  cents  per  pound,  worth  58  to  63. 

Brass  screws  offered  for  Portsmouth,  same  sizes,  at  $3  per  gross,  are  in  this  contract  $6  per  gross.  For 


Charlestown,  same  date,  contracted  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  at  $2  50. 

Difference  against  government  on  350  gross  brass  screws,  at  $3 .  $1,  050 

Difference  against  government  on  17,000  pounds  spikes,  at  4  cents .  680 

Difference  against  government  on  5,000  pounds  spikes,  at  14  cents . . .  700 


Realized  by  D,  of  New  York,  through  unskilfulness  (!)  in  computation .  2, 439 


Comparison  of  bids  on  white  ash  oars. 

'  Three  competitors  in  one  case ;  an  only  bidder  in  the  other. 

Class  14.— For  Kittery  and  Washington. 

Kittery. — Bids:  John  H.  Broughton .  $372  00.  4  ^ 

George  T.  Yaughn .  324  00.  >  Report,  p.  866. 

Windsor  &  Whitney .  384  00.  ) 

Contract  tcith  George  T.  Vaughn.  Report,  p.  872. 

4,800  feet  best  quality  white  oak  oars,  at  6  3-4  cents  per  foot. 

Washington. — Only  bidder:  A,  of  New  York,  $1,200.  Report,  p.  871. 

Contract  tcith  A,  of  New  York.  Report,  p.  894. 

5,000  feet  white  ash  oar  rafters,  at  24  cents  per  foot. 

Difference  against  government  $912  50,  realized  by  A,  of  New  York,  only  bidder. 

Class  31  X.— Tin,  Copper,  &c.— Brooklyn. 

Bids:  D,  of  New  York . . . $7,108  50  j 


C,  of  New  York .  6,  692  50  ( 

Burnet  Forbes . . .  8,  765  00  J 

B,  of  New  York . 6,  545  00  J 


Report,  p.  974. 


Contract. — Class  01  X. — Tin,  Copper,  SfC. — B,  of  New  York. — Brooklyn.  Report,  p.  080. 


3,  000  pounds  Banca  tin,  70  cents  per  pound. .  .$2, 100  00 

150  pounds  spelter  solder,  30 . do .  45  00 

2,  500  pounds  Silesian  spelter,  10 . do .  250  00 

10,  000  pounds  ingot  copper,  40 . do .  4,  000  00 

200  poonds  bolt  copper,  75 . do .  150  00 


6,  545  00 
5,  964  00 


Worth,  as  supplied  elsewhere,  57 ..$1,710  00 

Worth,  say . 30..  45  00 

Worth,  say .  9..  225  00 

Worth,  at  contract  time . 39..  3,900  00 

Worth,  at . do . 42..  84  00 

At  above  fair  prices,  cost .  5,  964  00 


581  00  Realized  against  government  by  B,  of  N.  Y. 


Analysis  of  certain  bids  and  contracts  under  advertisement  of  February  13, 1863, 

BUREAU  OF  STEAM  ENGINEERING. 

Class  A.— Boiler  Iron  and  Rivets.— For  Kittery  Yard. 

Bids :  B,  of  New  York . $6,  030  00  ) 

A,  of  New  York .  4,  227  50  >  Vide  Report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  p.  973. 

C,  of  New  York . . .  4,  980  00  ) 

.  Contract  with  A,  of  New  York,  for  Kittery  Yard.  Report  p.  975. 

15, 000  lbs.  best  charcoal  flange  iron,  as  required,  at  lOi 

500  lbs,  assorted  angle  iron . at  8 

15, 000  lbs.  boiler  iron,  as  required . at  16 

2, 000  lbs.  boiler  rivets,  i  inch  and  over . at  12i 


Total . . . $4,227  50 

2, 535  00 


-  f  Price  of  C.  E.  Pennock  &  Co.,  same  ?  . 

i  date  for  Washington  yard. 

“  . do . 8  “ 

“  . do . 7f  “ 

“  . do . “ 

At  above  prices,  would  cost — $2, 535  00 


Difference  realized  by  A  against  government.  1,692  50 
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Query. — If  such  prices  made  the  bid  $4, 227,  what  extraordinary  prices  mustB  and  C  have  devised  to  make 
the  iron  cost  $4,  980  and  $6,  030  ? 

Comment. — Under  advertisement  of  May  23,  1863,  the  same  party  contracts  to  supply  the  same  iron  for  7J 
cents  per  pound,  and  rivets  at  10  cents  per  pound.  Then  there  were  other  competitors  than  A,  B,  C,  and  D, 
of  New  York. 

Class  R. — Ship  Chandlery. — With  A,  of  New  York,  for  Washington.  Vide  Report,  p.  988. 

Only  bidders:  C,  of  New  York . $9,957  00  Report,  p.  975. 

A,  of  New  York .  8,954  00  Erroneous  computation  ;  $1,  798  minus. 

Correct  computation . 10,752  00 


In  this  case,  as  in  others  of  like  arithmetic,  while  prices  are  enormous  the  aggregate  is  minus.  It  is 
apparent,  of  course,  that  the  articles,  being  delivered  from  time  to  time  as  required,  at  the  prices  set  against 
them,  the  entire  excess  on  said  prices  is  received  by  the  contractor,  although  the  aggregate  of  the  bid  is  lowest 
on  the  scale. 

.50  reams  of  emery  cloth - at  $40  00  perrm.  ;  contracted  for  Brooklyn,  in  Aug.,  at  $25  00 


1,  000  lbs.  cotton  packing  yarn. 

at 

1  60  per  lb. ; 

. do . 

. .  .do . in  July,  at 

60 

2,  000  lbs.  oatmeal . 

at 

16  per  lb. 

.... -do. 

. Washington ...  do ..  at 

09 

500  lbs.  brass  bell-wire . 

at 

75  per  lb.; 

. do. 

. Brooklyn,  at  same  time 

30 

100  lbs.  copper  bell-wire _ 

.at 

80  per  lb. 

. do . 

. do . do . 

50 

100  lbs.  steel  bell-wire . 

at 

1  50  per  lb. 

10  worth  about  30. 

Difference  against  government  on  the  above  items,  realized  by  A,  of  New  York;  A  and  C,  his  attorney, 
only  bidders,  $2, 265. 


Class  A.— Boiler  Iron.— Philadelphia. 


Bids:  B,  of  New  York . $280  00 

D,  of  New  York . .  394  00 

C.  M.  Griskey . . .  300  00 

C,  of  New  York . , .  300  00 


Contract  with  B,  of  New  York.  Report,  p.  984. 
2, 000  lbs.  boiler  plate,  at  14  cents,  worth  7f . 

$280  00 
155  00 


Report,  p.  974. 


$155. 


Difference  against  government .  125  00  Realized  by  B,  of  New  York. 


D  asked  the  modest,  yet  cautious  (!)  fractional  price  of  19.70-100  cents  per  pound ;  C,  of  New  York,  15  cents. 


Class  A.— Boiler  Iron  Tubes,  &c.— Brooklyn. 

[12^ Only  bidder:  D,  of  New  York,  $21,612  18.  Vide  Report,  p.  974. 


Contract,  Report,  p,  978. 

115,210  lbs.  boiler  plate,  as  per  description,  Ilf  cents, 

1,000  lbs.  band  iron . .*.7  cents 

2,000  feet  lap  welded  boiler  tubes . $3  80  per  foot* . . . 50  cents  per  foot. 

300  lbs.  brass  tubes . 50  per  lb . say,  50  cents  per  lb. 

25  sheets  Russia  iron .  25  per  lb.  . .  1 . say,  25  cents  per  lb. 

1.500  lbs.  angle  iron,  assorted .  6  per  lb . say,  6  cents  per  lb. 

1.500  lbs.  T  iron,  assorted .  6  per  lb.  say,  6  cents  per  lb. 


C  price  of  C.  E.  Pennock  &  Co.,  same  time,  7f  cents. 

\  price  of  A,  of  New  York,  in  May . 7f  cents. 

. .say,  7  cents. 


Total 


$21,  612  18 
10,  403  78 


At  above  prices  would  cost.. $10, 403  78 


Difference  against  government  on  two  items,  1 

Boiler  iron,  Ilf,  worth  7f . >$11,208  40 

Boiler  tubes,  3  80,  worth  50 . 1 

Report,  p.  102. 


This  amount  above  fair  prices,  realized  by  D,  of 
New  York,  only  bidder. 


Remarkable  !  that  such  presumption  as  to  opportunity  should  be  successful !  Fortuitous  supposition  !  that 
neither  Messrs.  Pennock  &  Co.,  nor  any  other  manufacturer  or  dealer,  should  compete  against  $11,000  profit 
on  $10,000  worth  of  iron  for  New  York ! 


Class  C. — Brooklyn. — Lard  Oil. 


Bids :  D,  of  New  York 
B . do . 


$1, 430  00 
1, 400  00 


I  Report,  p.  974. 


Contract. — B,  of  New  York. — Brooklyn.  Report,  p.  979. 


1,000  gallons  lard  oil,  at  $1  40,  worth  $1  10.  Difference  realized  by  B,  $300. 

Class  C.— Lard  Oil.— For  Washington. 

King  &  Burchell  bid  at  $1  12 . Report,  p.  985. 

B,  of  New  York,  received  contract  at  $1  10  per  gallon. 

$1  40  in  New  York — $1  10  in  Washington !  What  magical  foresight  of  competition ! 


*  Price  of  same  party  for  same  article  in  May. — (See  Report,  pp.  1021  and  996,  in  competition  with  Morris 
Tasker  &  Co.) 
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Class  Q.— For  Philadelphia.— Sperm  Oil. 


Bids:  B,  of  New  York . $2,  350  00 

D . do .  2,400  00 


C.  M.  Grisky. 

C,  of  New  York 


$3,  000  00 
2,  669  00 


Report, 


p.  975. 


Contract. — Class  Q. — Sperm  oil. — B,  of  New  York,  for  Philadelphia. 

» 

Forbes  did  not  bid  $1  70  as  below  for  New  York  ;  and  1,000  gallons  oil  cost  $2  35  per  gallon  ! 

C  bid  $2  66  per  gallon.  Grisky  bid  $3  ^er  gallon ;  worth  not  over  $2  15. 

D  bid  $2  40  per  gallon. 

Realized  by  B  above  market  rate  on  1,000  gallons,  $200. 

What  remarkable  coincidence  of  judgment  with  these  four  parties  as  to  the  absence  of  other  comjfetition  in 
oil  for  Philadelphia,  and  the  extraordinary  prices  each  other  would  demand !  ^ 


Class  Q.— Sperm  Oil.— New  York. 


Bids :  D,  of  New  York 

C . do . 

Burnet  Forbes  . . 
B,  of  New  York 


$6,000  00  j 
6,  500  00  ( 
4,  250  00  f 
.  4,  200  00  J 


Report,  p.  974. 


Contract. — Class  Q. — Sperm  oil. — Brooklyn. — B,  of  New  York. 


2,500  gallons  best  winter-strained  oil,  per  gallon . $1  68  ?  Vide  Report,  p.  980. 

Burnet  Forbes  bid,  per  gallon . 1  70 >2  cents  difference ! 


Class  Q.— Sperm  Oil.— Washington. 

Bids:  C,  of  New  York . $11,  000  001 

A . do .  12,400  OOl.jj  ,  g.- 

W.  A.  Wheeler .  9,  840  00  f  P- 

B,  of  New  York . ' .  9,  760  00  j 

Contract. — Class  Q. — Sperm  oil. — B,  of  New  York,  for  Washington.  Report,  p.  987. 

4,000  gallons  winter-strained  sperm  oil,  $2  44  per  gallon ! 

C  bid . $2  75  per  gallon . 4  ( -o  t  -  a  a  . 

A  bid . 3  10. . .  .do . \  Worth  $2  10  to  $2  15.  \  Realized  against  government,  above  $2 

—  —  .  .  _  _  _  ^  (  'V  V  1  pgj.  gallon,  by  B,  $1, 760. 


W.  A.  W.  bid..  2  46.... do... 


I 


Result,  where  Forbes  competed  in  New  York  :•$!  68  and  $1  70. 

In  Washington .  2  44  and  2  46.  2  cents  difference  again ! 

Class  F.— Kittery. — The  Wrench  Contract.  Vide.  Congressional  Globe,  January'9,  1864. 


Bids  :  B,  of  New  York . $5,  039  00 

A . do .  4,  687  00  V  Vide  Report,  p.  973. 

C . do . . .  4,700  00, 


') 

I  V  Via 


Contract. — Class  F. — Miscellaneous  tools  for  engineers,  with  A,  of  New  York. — Kittery.  Report,  p.  976.  Date 

of  contract  April  7,  1^63. 

2, 000  lbs.  of  cotton  wiping  waste,  80  cts.  per  lb.,  $1,600  00,  contracted  for  by  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.,  for 

Charlestown,  same  date,  at  40  cts.  pr.  lb. 

3  anvilB,  about  200  lbs . $50  00  each .  150  00 . do . do _ in  July,  at  $30  00  each. 

18  chopping  axes,  handled .  3  00  “  .  54  00 . do . do . do .  125  “ 

12  small  axes .  150  “  .  18  00 . do . do . .do .  75  “ 

6  calipers .  2  00  “  12  00 . do . do . do .  50  “ 

,  6  dividers .  2  00  “  .  12  00 . do. .Kittery . do .  70  “ 

4  grindstones,  150 lbs .  30  00  “  .  120  00 . do. .Charlestown. .do .  4  50  “ 

6  hydraulic  jacks . 290  00  “  .  1,740  00 . .-do.  .Kittery . do .  83  20  “ 

4  scale  beams .  50  00  “  .  200  00 . do . do . do.. _  6  50  “ 

12  sieves .  5  00  “  .  60  00 . do . do . do .  1  38  “ 

50  scoop  shovels .  2  00  “  .  100  00 . do.. Charlestown.. do .  95  “ 

6  steel  squares .  2  00  “  .  12  00 . do.. Kittery . do .  75  “ 

6  iron  squares .  1  50  “  .  9  00 . do . do . do .  23  “ 

4  doz.  Coe’s  monkey  wrenches,  15  000*  “  .  600  00 . do. .$10  50  $15.. do .  12  75  doz. 

assorted.  10  in.  16  in.  » 


4,  687  00  At  above  prices  would  cost.  .1, 592  84 
1,  592  84 

Difference  against  government .  2, 094  16 

$2,  094  16 !  realized  by  A,  of  N.  Y. 

• 

REMARKS. 

Query. — Witli  such  marvellous  prices  for  the  lowest  bid,  what  must  have 
been  the  estimate  of  the  competition  by  B  &  0,  of  New  York  ? 

The  theory  of  Senator  Grimes  upon  this  contract  was  entirely  inapplicable. 


*  Each  probably  should  be  per  dozen. 
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Tlie  contract  was  executed  under  the  act  of  March,  1 863,  requiring  the  delivery 
of  quantities  specified — “no  more  and  no  less.”  The  prices  are  all  worthy  of 
confederate  markets.  If  not  “fictitious,”  they  were  certainly  “too  high.” 

The  senator  argped  that  the  contract  was  like  those  of  former  years,  under 
the  law  of  August  5,  1855 ;  thus,  “  When  the  bidder  comes  to  supply  the  gov¬ 
ernment  with  the  articles  for  which  he  has  obtained  a  contract,  he  supplies  only 
a  few  of  those  articles  that  are  put  in  at  a  very  small  price,  and  a  great  many 
of  the  articles  that  are  put  in  at  a  very  large  price.  The  government,  by  the 
law  of%Oongress,  (act  of  1855,)  is  required  to  take  the  lowest  aggregate  bidder,” 
&c.,  &c. 

It  will  be  seen  "that  the  argument  was  entirely  irrelevant  to  the  facts  in  the 
case ;  and  it  is  hereinafter  (Jemonstrated  that  the  practice  of  bureaus,  as  to  the 
acceptance  or  rejection  of  bids,  was  quite  to  the  contrary  in  certain  cases. 


Bids  rejected  for  fictitious  f  rices. 


Class  10.— White  pine  mast  timber.— Brooklyn. 

Bidders :  Burnet  Forbes .  $27,  960  00  \ 

James  Bigler .  ei  928  00  i  P- 

Forbes’s  bid  was  732  inches,  at  $30  per  inch . . .  $27,  960  00  }  tt-j.  _  qqi 

Bigler’s  contract  was  732  inches,  at  4  cents  per  inch .  2,  928  00  3  report,  p.  eoi. 

Forbes’s  bid  being  7i  times  Bigler’s  price,  was  sufficiently  fictitious,  certainly,  for  the  rejection  of  his  bid! 
yet  the  wrenches  were  contracted  for  at  12  times  the  price  in  other  contracts,  and  boiler  tubes  at  7  times,  &c. 
The  “fictitious”  criterion  was  not  applied  to  wrenches  and  tubes ;  A  and  D  were  bidders. 


Class  38,— Colored  paints.— Dryers. — Brooklyn. 

Bidders:  A,  of  New  York .  $1,420  00 

Burnet  Forbes . . .  1, 141  00  Rejected  for  fictitious  prices. 

C,  of  New  York .  1,198  00  Contract,  p.  886. 

3,  000  pounds  lead,  dry . . . 


1, 500  pounds  chrome  green,  dry. 


14i  cents  per  pound. 

Forbes’s  bid . 

.  15 

14i 

do. 

do. 

_ do . 

.  14 

20 

do. 

do. 

_ do . 

.  16 

3 

do. 

do. 

_ do . 

.  1 

10 

do. 

do. 

_ do . 

.  12 

Considering  the  many  grades  of  colored  paints,  the  above  prices  of  Forbes’s  can  hardly  be  considered  ficti¬ 
tious,  especially  since  in  a  contract  awarded  for  Philadelphia,  same  class,  (report,  p,  892,)  the  chrome  green 
was  at  5  cents  per  pound ;  trebly  as  fictitious.  ’ 


Class  31.— Zinc  and  Tin,— Brooklyn. 


Bidders:  A,  of  New  York . . . . . $4,  353  00 

B,  of  New  York . . .  3,481  00 

Burnet  Forbes .  3,  436  00 

C,  of  New  York .  3, 890  00 


2,  000  lbs.  sheet  zinc . 

10  boxes  tin  plate,  IX.,  10  by  14 
6  boxes . . .  do  . . .  .TXX. ,  10  by  14 
6  boxes... do  ....IXX.,  14  by  20 

12  boxes.  ..do _  IC.,  14  by  20 

4,  000  lbs.  Banca  tin . 

1,  500  lbs,  spelter  solder . . 


Contract,  p.  883. 

$0  15  per  lb . . 

15  00  per  box. 
20  00  per  box. 

16  00  per  box 
10  00  per  box. 


Forbes’  offer....  $0  15 


do .  15  00 

do . 17  00 

do .  3  33i* 

do . 12  00 

do .  59 

do . .  24 


*  The  price,  $3  33i  per  box,  for  tin,  is  evidently  a  fictitious  price,  and  should  have  caused  the  rejection  of 
the  bid  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1863.  The  difference  from  a  fair  price  amounted  to  about  $100. 


Yet,  in  class  25,  for  Washington,  awarded  to  B,  of  New  York,  10,000  lbs.  round  iron,  3i  to  4f  inches,  were 
contracted  at  2  cents  per  pound,  market  price  being  5i  cents.  Again  the  “fictitious”  criterion  is  spared; 
fortunately  for  B. 

Decisions  upon  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  bids. 

It  has  been  stated,  in  explanation  of  the  anomalous  contracts  above  noticed, 
that  the  department  “had  no  alternative”  but  to  accept  “the  lowest  aggregate 
,  bidder.”  In  addition  to  the  provision  of  the  act  of  March,  1863,  for  the  rejec¬ 
tion  of  bids  containing  fictitious  prices,  the  report  indicates  that  ample  authority 
was  exercised  in  reference  to  some  cases,  which  might  have  remedied  the 
wrongs  in  all  contracts. 
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Pages  868,  869,  contain  scales  of  bids,  to  wliicb  are  appended  foot  notes  as 
follows : 

t  Rejected  for  fictitious  price. 

I  Rejected  for  fictitious  bids. 

§  No  contract  made ;  prices  too  high. 

Here  are  rejections  of  bids  for  prices  too  high  and  prices  too  low.  Yet, 

A,  of  New  York,  had  round  iron  for  6  cents  per  pound,  p.  873 ;  B,  of  New 
York,  for  2  cents  per  pound,  p.  888. 

A,  of  New  York,  had  lenses,  7  inches  X  1 J,  for  $2  each  ;  A,  of  New  York, 
21  inches  X  IJ,  $20  each. 

A,  of  New  York,  had  Banca  tin  at  70  cents,  p.  874 ;  B,  of  New  York,  had 
tin  at  58  cents,  p.  883. 

C,  of  New  York,  boiler  iron  at  Ilf  cents,  p.  978  ;  A,  of  New  York,  boiler 
iron  at  16  cents,  p.  975. 

C.  E.  Pennock  &  Co.  contracted  for  boiler  iron  at  same  date  at  fair  price  of 
7f  cents. 

The  oil  contracts  present  the  most  remarkable  fluctuations  of  prices,  undis-  • 
turbed  by  decisions  as  “fictitious”  or  “too  high.” 

Contracts  of  B,  of  New  York,  for  sperm  oil,  under  advertisement  of  February 

13,  1863. 

Kitteiy.  Charlestown.  New  York.  Philadelphia.  Washington. 
No  contract.  $1  65.  SI  68.  $2  35.  $2  44. 


MARKET  PRICE  FOR  PURE  SPERM  OIL,  ABOUT  $2  10  TO  $2  15. 

Contracts  with  B,  of  New  York,  for  sperm  oil,  under  advertisement  of  May 

23,  1863. 

Kittery.  Charlestown.  New  York.  Philadelphia.  Washington 
$1  50.  $1  10.  SI  10.  $1  50.  SI  75. 

What  astuteness  of  judgment,  by  which  this  party  swept  all  contracts  again 
in  J  une  against  forty  four  bidders  in  the  different  yards,*  at  prices  as  much 
below  as  were  had  in  February  above  market  rates ! 

It  does  not  appear  that  any  of  the  bids  of  B,  of  New  York,  were  rejected. 
Contracts  were  executed  with  him  idX  fifty  per  cent,  less  than  the  market  price, 
on  a  standard  article  like  oil,  as  well  as  at  fifteen  per  cent,  above.  Yet  (p.  869) 
three  bids  of  Burnet  Forbes  (representing,  it  is  said,  a  party  formerly  connected 
with  B  in  the  oil  trade)  are  rejected  for  fictitious  prices ;  which  bids  otherwise 
would  have  taken  the  contracts,  and  wherein  the  prices  are  but  from  one  and  a 
half  to  five  per  cent,  less  than  those  of  said  B,  of  New  York. 


Statement  of  the  aggregate  loss  to  government  upon  the  contracts  analyzed. 


Amounts  of  the  contracts  as  awarded — 


$11,860  00 
16,060  00 
1,278  65 
652  50 
1,370  00 
4, 807  20 
1,200  00 
6,  545  00 
4,227  50 


♦ 


Excess  in  these  contracts  above  market 
rates,  or  prices  on  other  bids  at  the 
same  time — 

.  $1,  262  00 — V.  p.  18. 

.  3,  250  00— V.  p.  20. 

.  635  00 

.  405  50 

.  400  00 

.  1,000  00 

.  912  50 

.  581  00 

.  1,692  50 
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$'8,054  00 . . .  $2,265  00 — v.  p.  29. 

21,612  18 .  11,208  40!— V.  p.  31. 

280  00 .  125  00 

1,400  00 . 300  00 

2,350  00 .  200  00 

9,  760  00 .  1,  760  00  . 

4,687  00 .  2,094  161— v.  p.  34. 


96, 144  03  28, 091  06 


Thus  it  appears  that  the, government  suffered,  on  awards  of .  $96,  144  03 


The  amount  of .  28,  091  06 

And  hy  erroneons  computations .  4,476  99 

Total .  32,568  05 


The  analysis  above,  with  the  statement  of  aggregate  loss  to  government,  all 
apply  to  the  awards  under  advertisements  of  Bureaus  of  Construction  and  Engi¬ 
neering,  of  February,  1863,  with  the  exception  of  one  erroneous  computation 
from  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks. 


AWARDS  IN  JUNE. 

On  the  morning  of  the  24th  of  June,  1863,  the  honorable  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  acting  upon  special  information  received*  took  prompt  and  judicious 
measures  for  the  protection  of  an  opening  of  bids  to  be  made  that  day.  Several 
mercantile  houses  of  Boston  were  by  mutual  arrangement  represented  on  the 
occasion.  The  opening  was,  according  to  their  request,  prosecuted  through  a 
continuous  sitting.  Bids  were  inspected,  copies  taken,  &c.,  &c.  The  interest¬ 
ing  revelations  made  at  that  time  do  not  appear  in  the  reports  of  the  bureaus. 

Incorrect  arithmetic,  to  the  disadvantage  of  government,  (if  executed  in  con¬ 
tract  as  in  February,)  had  become  contagious. 

figured  10,  000  lbs.  round  iron,  at  4  cents,  $40  00  instead  of  $400  00 

30,  000  lbs.  round  iron,  at  5J  cents,  1,  350  00  instead  of  1,  650  00 

5,  000  lbs.  round  iron,  at  4  cents,  150  00  instead  of  200  00 

10,  000  lbs.  square  iron,  at  4|  cents,  40  00  instead  of  475  00 

100,  000  lbs.  flat  iron,  at  4^-  cents,  4,  000  00  instead  of  4,  500  00 

Total  of  bid  was,  as  read,  $17,082 ;  as  corrected  in  report,  $19,252  50,  &c. 

Oil  was  caught  and  secured  hy  government  at  a  bargain,  so  far  as  'price  was 
concerned,  as  follows : 

Charlestown.  Brooklyn.  Philadelphia.  Wash’ton. 

The  price  was  in  February .  $1  65  $1  68  $2  35  $2  44 

The  price  was  in  June .  1  10  1  10  1  50  1  75 

Price  of  next  lowest  bidder  in  June,  170  1  49  170  1  90 

✓ 

It  is  to  be  noticed  from  the  scale  that  the  price  is  not  carried  up  to  within 
two  cents,  three  cents,  and  five  cents  of  the  next  bidder,  as  shown  in  five  cases 
in  the  analysis  of  the  oil  contracts.  Pp.  32,  33. 

But  one  additional  illustration  will  be  given.  The  lowest  bid  for  the  iron 
contract  for  construction  was,  as  above  shown,  erroneously  figured  at  $17,082. 
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The  next  hig^hest  was  executed  ivith  a  false  addition  of  $1,000  against  the 
government',  $17,830  instead  of  $18,830,  the  correct  total  by  the  prices  ;  this 
contract  was  afterwards  cancelled. 

It  was  not  until  inquiry  concerning  the  contract  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co., 
by  their  letter  of  September  5,  1863,  that  the  contract  was  awarded  to  them.-. 
This  delay  of  nearly  two  months  in  the  award  of  the  contract  would  have  war¬ 
ranted  the  refusal  of  the  contract  by  S.  B.  &  Co.,  as  iron  had  advanced,  involv¬ 
ing  a  loss  to  government. 


CONCLUSIONS. 

From  experience  and  the  above  investigations  the  writer  has  been  led  to  the 
following  conclusions  : 

1st.  That  the  present  system  of  contracts  for  limited  quantities  of  merchan¬ 
dise,  by  awards  after  public  competition,  is  practicable  as  fair  and  just  for  all 
concerned,^  provided  it  is  administered  faithfully,  shrewdly,  and  accurately ; 
while  it  is  apparent  that  without  faithfulness,  shrewdness,  and  accuracy,  any 
system  may  be  corrupted. 

2d.  That  all  the  safeguards  advocated  by  the  writer,  ^o  the  commissioner  of 
the  naval  code,  for  the  protection  of  public  biddings,  are  none  too  many  or 
precise  for  the  public  good.  Officers  of  government  should  not  be  satisfied 
merely  with  their  own  belief  that  no  wrong  is  committed ;  but  should  be  eager 
to  arrange  evidence  for  the  public  that  no  wrong  can  he  committed. 

3d.  The  importance  of  a  system  for  the  duplicate  verification  of  all  weights, 
measures,  and  counts,  by  competent  and  responsible  officers,  as  advocated  to 
the  commissioner,  is  fully  demonstrated. 

Extensive  contracts  having  been  made  for  a  standard  article,  at  half  its 
worth,  upon  the  general  principle  stated  by  the  honorable  Secretary  that 
such  bargains  indicate  fraud,  the  above  recommendation  has  peculiar  force. 

Yet,  without  special  occasion  for  suspicion,  it  is  apparent  that  the  weights  of 
coal,  iron,  hemp,  &c.,  in  navy  yards,  should  be  subject  to  more  responsible 
supervision  than  of  one  individual,  receiving,  say,  $600  per  annum  ;  that  oils 
and  other  liquids  should  be  gauged  at  once  upon  receipt  within  the  gates ;  and 
that  all  weights  and  measures  should  be  vouched  for  in  duplicate,  and  perma¬ 
nently  recorded. 

It  is  believed  that  inquiry  will  reveal  the  absence  of  due  precaution  in  this 
matter.  If  such  is  the  fact  safeguards  should  be  temporarily  supplied  until  a 
secure  system  can  be  established  by  law. 

4th.  Adopting  again  the  language  of  the  previous  paper,  it  may  well  be 
questioned  whether  it  is  practicable  for  chiefs  of  blireaus,  absorbed  with  scien¬ 
tific  investigation*  as  to  efficiency  of  ordnance,  construction  of  monitors,  im¬ 
provements  in  engineerings  efficiently  to  superintend,  as  is  proposed,  great 
expenditures  for  supplies.  The  above  is  additional  evidence  not  only  that  they 
are  unacquainted  with  market  values,  but  that  they  are  necessarily,  by  their 
vocations,  unskilled  in  the  stratagems  of  the  trading  world ;  and  therefore  it 
would  be  against  the  interests  of  the  nation  to  commit  entirely,  as  is  proposed, 
to  bureaus,  close  corporations,  the  control  of  an  expenditure  of,  say,  $50,000,000 
to  $75,000,000. 


F.  W.  S. 
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REPLIES  OF  THE  BUREAUS. 

Navy  Department,  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 

February  11,  1864. 

Sir  :  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  reference  to  this  bureau  of  your 
letter  of  the  5th  instant,  covering  a  pamphlet  published  by  Mr.  Franklin  W. 
Smith,  of  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  of  Boston,  alleging  sundry  errors  in 
some  of  the  bureaus,  naming  them,  and  objecting  to  the  manner  of  conducting 
their  business,  .with  intimations  of  fraud  on  the  government  from  neglect  by  its 
agents. 

In  the  “appendix”  to  Mr.  Smith’s  letter  it  is  stated  that  “bids  have  been 
received  containing  arithmetical  errors,  but  all  against  the  government.”  This 
statement  upon  first  sight  is  calculated,  and  was  doubtless  intended,  to  excite 
suspicion,  hut  a  very  slight  examination  of  the  matter  will  disclose  the  fact  that 
if  an  arithmetical  error  is  committed  it  must  necessarily  be  against  the  govern¬ 
ment,  for  no  arithmetical  error  can  be  made  by  which  a  contract  shall  be  awarded^ 
to  a  person  whose  bid  is  really  lower  than  the  lowest  bidder.  The^fore  there 
is  nothing  remarkable  that  all  the  errors  are  against  the  government. 

I  observe  but  one  error  noticed  in  the  pamphlet  against  this  bureau,  and  that 
is  for  “  class  No.  23,  for  belting,  packing  and  hose,”  for  New  York.  'On  exam¬ 
ining  the  original  bid  I  find  that  the  contract  was  awarded  to  0.  W.  Scofield, 
the  error  being  for  1,000  feet  of  hose,  at  $1  20  per  foot,  carried  out  Si, 200;  in 
footing  up  the  aggregate  the  figure  1,  in  the  column  of  thousands,  was  omitted. 
This  class  was  examined  by  chief  clerk,  Mr.  Bronaugh,  and  afterwards  by  Mr. 
Merritt  or  Mr.  Wall,  (I  do  not  discover  which  by  the  marks,)  and  the  error  not 
detected,  and  the  contract  awarded  on  the  bid,  which  was  $839  43  over  the 
next  lowest  bidder,  Mr.  Stover.  I  observe  that  the  bid  was  added  up  by  the 
bidder  and  noted  in  pencil,  which  seems  to  have  been  rubbed  out  and  ink  sub¬ 
stituted. 

I  am  exceedingly  mortified  that  such  an  error  should  have  occurred  which 
bears  on  its  face  carelessness  ;  but  I  am  confident  that  no  collusion  or  erroneous  * 
exhibit  was  intended  by  the  clerks.  I  have  the  utmost  confidence  in  the  hon¬ 
esty  and  fidelity  of  these  gentlemen ;  and,  in  explanation,  I  beg  to  remark  that 
when  the  number  of  bids  received  by  the  bureau  in  June  last  is  considered,  it 
appears  remarkable  that  even  the  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  have  only 
discovered  one  arithmetical  error  in  the  computations. 

There  were  in  all  846  bids  received,  containing  each  from  two  or  three  to 
upwards  of  340  articles  in  the  class ;  many  of  the  classes  are  long,  contain  a 
large  number  of  articles,  and  these  are  generally  the  classes  for  which  a  great 
many  bids  are  received. 

The  season  was  far  advanced  and  the  bureau  was  anxious  to  have  the  con¬ 
tracts  executed  as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to  save  what  little  remained  of  the 
^  working  season ;  the  computation  of  these  bids  required  no  very  extensive 
knowledge  of  mathematics,  but  did  require  much  labor  and  patience,  and  I  am 
surprised  that  no  more  errors  were  detected  by  this  astute  merchant  in  hard¬ 
ware. 

(One  error  was  detected  by  the  bureau  after  the  contract  had  been  awarded, 
and  the  contractor  was  immediately  notified  that  the  class  awarded  to  him  should 
have  been  given  to  another  bidder,  which  was  accordingly  done.) 

The  system  of  contracts  under  the  laws  is  tedious  and  embarrassing,  and  in 
construing  them  difierence  of  opinion  may  occur,  so  that  the  rule  in  making 
decisions  may  not  be  uniform. 

Congress  has  never  passed  the  navy  appropriation  bill  till  the  last  days  of 
the  session,  and  seldom  at  the  long  session  till  after  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
supplies  are  required  had  commenced. 
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The  law  requires  goods  to  be  scheduled  in  classes,  and  afterwards  advertised 
once  a  week  for  four  weeks.  It  is  impossible  for  the  bureau  to  schedule  for 
articles  required  to  be  advertised  for  before  the  appropriation  shall  have  been 
made,  because  the  objects  under  this  bureau  are  so  many  and  so  various  that 
no  action  can  be  taken  till  after  the  appropriation  shall  have  been  approved. 
After  it  is  known  what  objects  have  been  appropriated  for,  the  bureau  refers  a 
list  of  them  to  the  commandants  of  the  different  yards  for  schedules  for  what 
may  be  required  to  complete  the  objects  named.  It  consumes  weeks  and  some¬ 
times  months  to  obtain  these  schedules,  so  that  the  bureau  has  little  time  to 
revise  them,  and  cannot  correctly  judge  of  their  necessity;  that  must  be  referred 
to  the  yards.  After  these  schedules  have  been  received  they  must  go  to  the 
printer  for  publication,  proof-sheets  all  examined,  which  form  quite  a  book,  and 
when  completed  advertisements  are  issued  for  four  weeks. 

After  bids  are  received  they  are  opened  in  the  presence  of  three  persons,  and 
with  open  doors  for  all  persons  who  desire  to  be  present.  One  person  opens 
the  bids,  and  this  is  generally  done  by  myself,  sometimes  by  the  engineer  of  the 
bureau ;  another  enters  the  number  and  name  of  bidder,  number  of  class  and 
articles  bid  for,  and  aggregate  of  each  class,  on  a  large  sheet  called  the  scale, 
(which  was  open  to  the  inspection  of  bidders,  and  scanned  very  closely  ;) 
another  clerk  enters  on  the  bid  its  number,  number  of  class  or  classes,  and 
bidder’s  name,  also  the  same  on  the  envelope.  When  this  is  done,  two  and 
sometimes  three  clerks  are  assigned  the  duty  of  examining  each  bid  to  see  if 
the  figures  are  correctly  carried  out  and  the  aggregate  correct,  and  then  the 
bids  are  again  computed  when  copied  on  the  schedule  to  be  attached  to  the 
contract,  and  errors  corrected  when  discovered  during  this  process. 

When  bids  are  received,  the  date  of  reception  is  indorsed  on  the  envelope 

and  they  are  deposited  in  a  trunk  kept  in  my  room,  which  is  locked,  the  key 

put  into  my  private  drawer,  and  the  key  of  that  drawer  carried  in  my  pocket, 

and  the  same  care  is  taken  with  the  bids  at  the  close  of  each  dav. 

«/ 

When  examining  the  bids,  I  directed  three  clerks  to  take  them  home  to  com¬ 
pute,  to  facilitate  the  work,  keeping  the  scale  in  the  trunk,  so  that  no  change 
could  be  made  without  discovery  and  explanation  in  comparing  the  bids  with 
the  scale. 

I  merely  mention  the  modus  operandi  to  .  show  how  much  time  musthe  pccu- 
pied  before  contracts  can  be  awarded  and  four  copies  of  each  made,  which 
induces  me  to  hurry  forward  the  execution  of  the  contracts  to  prevent  large 
purchases  being  made  in  the  mean  time  in  open  market  by  the  navy  agents. 

Mistakes  Avill  occur,  and  in  pushing  the  clerks  to  the  utmost  tension  of  their 
endeavors  to  complete  the  contracts,  they  are  therefore  more  liable  to  mistakes. 

You  will  bear  me  witness  how  ardently  I  have  desired  to  break  up  the  present 
system  of  contracts.  The  veil  which  covers  the  object  and  causes  great  compe¬ 
tition  for  contracts  is  not  transparent  to  all,  as  I  believe  in  most  cases  it  is,  in 
reality,  to  obtain  the  orders  for  open  purchases,  which  are  given  by  the  navy 
agents  at  Boston  and  New  York,  mostly  to  contractors.  At  New  York  they 
seem  to  be  divided  among  a  few,  which  Mr.  Smith  designates  as  the  “  ring ;  ” 
while  at  Boston  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  appear  to  get  the  lion’s  share. 

I  know  of  no  good  reason,  or  even  a  plausible  one,  why  the  navy  agenta 
should  send  orders  for  goods  in  open  purchase  to  contractors,  whether  the  goods 
required  are  in  their  line  of  business  or  not,  Avithout  instituting  inquiries  of 
other  parties  dealing  in  the  line  of  articles  required.  This  practice  I  have  in 
vain  endeavored  to  correct,  as  the  records  of  this  bureau  will  show. 

The  department  directed  inspectors  of  bills  to  see  that  the  prices  for  articles 
procured  in  open  market  were  fair.  The  action  of  the  inspector  at  Boston  the 
friends  of  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  haA^e  strenuously  endeaA^ored  to 
defeat. 

The  assignment  of  contracts  is  forbidden  by  orders  and  by  law ;  but  agents 
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of  parties  obtaining  contracts,  not  resident  at  the  place  of  delivery,  are  required 
to  appoint  agents  at  such  places  of  delivery,  that  they  may  he  called  on  for 
supplies  when  wanted,  and  they,  if  having  a  power  of  attorney  from  the  con¬ 
tractor,  can  receive  the  money  on  approved  bills,  in  the  name  of  the  contractor. 

Mr.  Smith  is  certainly  entitled  to  great  credit  for  his  patriotism  in  attempting 
to  correct  abuses  in  the  Navy  Department.  He  states  in  this  pamphlet  that  he 
sent  a  tall  soldier^  six  feet  and  one-half  inch  high,  to  the  army  to  fight  the 
battles  of  his  country.  This  shows  how  his  patriotism  governs  his  actions  over 
all  other  considerations.  But,  if  the  extent  of  a  man’s  patriotism  is  to  he 
measured  by  the  height  of  the  soldier  furnished,  Mr.  Smith’s  patriotism  is 
exceeded  by  one  of  the  clerks  in  this  bureau;  for  while  Mr.  Smith  claims  only 
six  feet  and  one -half  inch  for  his  soldier,  this  clerk  has  furnished  a  man  six  feet 
and  three  inches  high. 

Nearly  all  the  safeguards  advocated  as  reforms  by  Mr.  Smith  to  the  com¬ 
missioner  of  the  naval  code  are,  if  the  orders  of  the  Navy  Department  are 
adhered  to,  practiced.  In  this  connexion  it  is  remarkable  that  this  reformer 
did  not  suggest  some  safeguards  against  imposition  in  the  manner  of  procuring 
goods  in  open  purchases.  But  the  idea  of  not  allowing  an  indorsement  on  a 
bid  received  of  its  number,  name  of  bidder,  and  number  of  class,  because  the 
clerks  will  then  know  the  bidder’s  name  and  class  bid  for,  is  simply  ridiculous. 
How  can  the  business  be  conducted,  the  bids  scaled,  scanned,  and  contracts 
made,  without  the  knowledge  of  clerks  ?  Though  I  keep  the  keys,  as  before 
stated,  there  is  no  clerk  in  this  bureau  whom  I  would  hesitate  to  trust  my  keys 
with. 

In  the  time  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.  have  been  contractors  with  the 
Navy  Department,  none  have,  as  I  believe,  exceeded  them  in  the  number  of 
fictitious  bids,  and  none  who  have  offered  so  large  a  class  of  goods  at  the  higher 
prices  over  the  stipulated  quantities  in  the  contract  at  the  Boston  yard. 

I  undertake  to  say  that  neither  this  firm  nor  anybody  else  can  execute  the  law 
of  Congress  approved  March  3,  1863,  (which  Mr.  Smith  claims  to  have  sug¬ 
gested,)  to  the  letter,  in  all  respects,  if  contractors  are  disposed  to  evade  it. 
There  are  terms  required  which  cannot  be  reached  and  executed  to  the  letter. 
Since,  however,  the  matter  has  been  brought  before  Congress,  in  both  houses, 
I  desire*  to  see  a  full  investigation  into  the  contract  system  and  its  operation,  as 
well  as  to  the  manner  practiced  in  open  purchases ;  and  that  witnesses  be  sum¬ 
moned  before  the  committees  to  show  how  the  business  of  supplies  is  conducted 
at  all  the  navy  yards,  that  remedies  may  be  suggested  and  applied. to  correct 
abuses  and  irregularities. 

It  will  be  singular  if  this  faithful  advocate  of  the  government,  in  an  amount 
of  supplies  of  over  $1,000,000,  (a  usual  mercantile  per-centage  on  this  amount 
alone  would  be  a  small  fortune,)  should  be  found  free  from  selfish  motives  in 
all  his  transactions. 

I  believe  this  house  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  to  be  of  respectable  standing, 
and  that  they  employ  no  means  not  considered,  in  these  times,  legitimate  to  ob¬ 
tain  orders,  but  that  they  are  free  from  the  usual  desire  and  thirst  for  gain  I  have 
yet  to  discover. 

Iibm,  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

JOSEPH  SMITH, 

Chief  of  the  Bureau. 

Hon.  Gideon  Welles, 

Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
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Navy  Department,  Bureau  of  Construction,  &c., 

February  14,  1864. 

Sir  :  In  compliance  with  your  instractions  in  the  letter  of  the  5th  to  explain 
the  statements  made’by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  in  their  printed  pamphlet  on  the 
subject  of  naval  supplies,  it  is  respectfully  submitted  that,  in — 

Class  33 — Hardware — Fhiladelpliia — Mr.  Scofield,  contractor^ 

the  computation  was  correctly  made,  amounting  to  $10,444  55,  as  stated  in 
the  scale  of  offers,  and  the  eiTor  supposed  by  Mr.  Smith  to  have  been  made  has 
arisen  from  a  misprint  in  the  public  document. 

Class  41 — Glass — Few  York. — Mr.  Savage,  contractor. 

There  was  but  one  bid  for  this  class,  and  in  making  the  computation,  the  re¬ 
sults  being  placed  in  an  independent  column,  an  error  was  discovered.  In  copy¬ 
ing  for  the  printer,  the  clerk  inadvertently  took  the  contractor’s  extensions.  There 
is  no  error  in  the  contract,  and  no  loss  to  the  government  can  arise. 

Class  39 — Linseed  Oil — Philadelphia. — Mr.  Stover,  contractor. 

The  correct  computation  of  this  bid  is  $4,106,  as  stated  in  the  contract,  and 
the  supposed  error  has  arisen  from  a  misprint  in  the  public  document. 

Class  41 — Glass —  Washington. — Mr.  Savage,  contractor. 

In  this  case,  the  extensions  in  the  bid  were  examined  and  found  correct.  As 
there  was  but  one  bid,  no  particular  attention  was  paid  to  the  footing,  as  it  formed 
no  part  of  the  contract,  which  was  correctly  awarded  and  executed.  There  can, 
therefore,  be  no  loss  to  government. 

The  examination  of  the  actual  bids  shows  there  has  not  been  any  loss  to  the 
government,  as  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Go.  have  been  led  to  suppose. 

On  page  42  of  Mr.  Smithes  pamphlet  he  states  that  an  error  was  made  in  the 
award  of  the  contract  for  iron  at  the  Charlestown  yard.  It  was  erroneously 
awarded  on  an  incorrect  aggTegate ;  but  when  the  error  was  discovered,  the  con- 
ti’act  was  executed  with  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  to  whom  it  properly  belonged. 

The  bids,  after  having  been  opened  and  noted  on  the  scale  of  bids,  are  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  chief  clerk  to  have  them  verified,  who  has  the  aid  of  such  of 
the  clerks  as  can  be  spared  from  the  regular  duty  of  the  office.  Every  bid  is 
examined,  and  the  aggregate  of  each  class  as  entered  on  the  scale  of  bids  when 
opened  is  then  corrected,  if  any  inacuracy  has  been  discovered,  in  order  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  actual  lowest  bidder.  It  is  not  practicable  at  this  distance  of  time  to 
state  by  whom  each  bid  was  examined. 

With  regard  to  what  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  on  page  15  of  their  pam¬ 
phlet,  call  an  analysis  of  the  bids,  it  has  no  practical  application,  and  is  unsound. 
Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  made  no  offer  for  the  yards  in  question;  but  other  parties 
did,  and  necessarily  it  could  only  be  on  their  prices  that,  under  the  law,  any 
award  could  be  made.  In  what  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  call  an  analysis,  they 
could  have  substituted  any  price  thej^  thought  fit,  and  have  brought  out  any 
result  they  might  have  desired,  for  their  comparisons  are  altogether  hypothetical. 

In  the  case  of  class  33,  hardware.  New  York,  the  bid  of  Mr.  Savage,  referred 
to  on  page  24  of  the  pamphlet,  was  the  only  offer,  and  being  for  a  large  amount, 
and  nearly  double  the  amount  of  the  estimate  from  the  yard,  the  department 
sanctioned  that  no  contract  should  be  made  for  that  class.  The  bid  of  Mr. 
Burnett  Forbes,  which  has  a  prominent  place  in  Messrs.  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.’s 
pamphlet,  is  herewith  annexed,  and,  in  fictitous  prices,  it  will  be  found  to  exceed 
those  of  the  Messrs.  Smith  Bros.  &  Co. 

The  remarks  of  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.  in  their  analysis,  regarding  the  varying 
rates  at  which  contractors  offer  articles  in  their  bids  for  the  different  yards, 
have  some  force,  but  they  have  not  presented  any  analysis  of  their  own  bids, 
among  wjiich,  in  contracts  for  the  year  1862-’63,  are  articles  running  thus : 
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34-incli  staves  at  Charlestown,  ^  of  a  cent. 

32-iiicli  staves  at  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  10  cents. 

32-inch  headings  at  Charlestown,  J  of  a  cent. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  8  cents. 

Barrel  staves  at  Portsmouth,  ^  of  sl  cent. 

34-inch  round  iron  at  Charlestown,  3  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  9  cents. 

Thimble  iron  at  Charlestown,  7  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  4  cents. 

Hoop  iron  at  Charlestown,  9  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  3  cents.  - 

Flat  iron  at  Charlestown,  7  cents. 

Flat  hammered  iron  at  Portsmouth,  J  of  a  cent. 

Square  iron  at  Charlestown,  J  of  a  cent. 

Square  cast  steel  at  Charlestown,  14  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  10  cents. 

Bound  cast  steel  at  Charlestown,  18  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  25  cents. 

Blister  steel  at  Charlestown,  ^  of  a  cent. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  ^  of  a.  cent. 

Wrought  nails  at  Charlestown  J  of  a  cent. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  4J  cents. 

Clout  nails  at  Charlestown,  11  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  9  cents. 

Lead  pipe  at  Charlestown,  5  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  15  cents. 

Sheet  lead  at  Charlestown,  15  cents. 

Same  at  Portsmouth,  8J  cents. 

And  there  are  many  other  such  cases  in  their  bids. 

'  The  practice  of  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.,  in  this  mode  of  deceptive  prices^  renders 
them  quite  able,  if  disposed,  to  make  their  form  of  analysis,  but  the  result,  as 
exhibited  in  page  40  of  the  pamphlet,  is  altogether  deceptive. 

On  page  4  of  Messrs.  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.’s  pamphlet,  letter  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  they  are  understood  to  state  that  no  bids  at  high  and  low  prices 
were  ever  made  by  them,  and  no  such  contracts  have  been  recently  made  at  the 
Charlestown  yard.  In  this  assertion  they  cannot  be  sustained.  In  one  of  their 
printed,  pamphlets,  which  they  have  not  included  in  this  edition,  they  point,  on 
page  12,  with  some  complacency,  to  a  comparison  of  one  of  their  contracts  for 
iron  with  that  of  one  of  their  neighbors  for  the  year  1861-’62 ;  but  if  they  had 
compared  that  of  their  neighbors  for  iron  at  the  Charlestown  yard  with  their 
own  of  1862-’63,  their  neighbors  would  not  have  suffered  much  by  the  com- 
‘parison. 

Copies  of  Messrs.  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.’s  bids  for  the  Boston  yard  for  the  year 
1862-’63  are  herewith  enclosed,  which,  in  their  analysis  of  the  bids  of  that  year, 
they  have  quite  overlooked.  It  will  be  seen  their  bids  run  high  and  low ;  and 
class  30  has  a  “  peculiar  history,”  which  they  and  the  officers  of  the  yard 
making  the  requisition  could  have  given.  The  contract  requires  that  not 
exceeding  twice  the  face  of  the  articles  named  may  be  demanded.  The  pig 
lead  is  at  a  J  of  a  cent  per  pound,  the  pipe  lead  5  cents,  and  the  sheet  lead  15 
cents  per  pound.  As  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.  have  not  mentioned  lead  in  their 
analysis,  the  true  price  cannot  be  stated,  but  it  is  presumed  to  be  at  an  average 
of  the  full  value  with  a  profit.  When  only  4,916  pounds  of  the  ^  of  a  cent 
lead  had  been  delivered,  bills  were  presented  by  them  in  the  usual  way  for 
nearly  seven  times  the  face  of  the  contract  of  the  lead  at  15  cents.  The  bill 
was  stopped,  and  they  were  requested  to  take  back  the  excess,  which  there  was 
no  authority  to  receive  under  the  contract.  This  they  refused  to  do,  printed  a 
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pamphlet,  and  were  finally  paid  for  the  excess  over  the  contract  quantity  at  the 
rate  of  llj  cents,  which  they  represented  to  be  the  market  price.  It  was  with 
some  distaste  that  they  yielded  up  cents  per  pound  on  6o,000  pounds  of 
lead,  for  they  claimed  and  insisted  that  the  contract  would  hear  the  construction 
of  three  times  the  face,  showing  quite  a  leaning  then  in  favor  of  unlimited 
additional  quantities. 

In  their  contract  for  class  Xo.  33,  hardware,  at  the  Charlestown  yard,  there 
are  numerous  articles  at  one  and  two  cents,  evidently  not  their  true  value;  but 
this  is  made  up  in  other  things,  and  among  them,  apparently,  in  brass  screws, 
at  $4  50  per  gross,  amounting  to  $225.  Of  these  screws  there  was  demanded 
from  the  contractors,  and  delivered  by  them,  to  the  amount  of  82,SS0,  and  this 
was  under  a  contract  which  onlv  authorized  the  calling  for  $450  in  amount. 
Upon  inquiry  being  made  at  the  yard,  it  was  found  these  screws  were  not  then 
wanted,  some  of  the  vessels  to  which  they  were  charged  having  been  but  just 
commenced.  The  proper  quantities  authorized  by  the  contract  were  received 
at  the  contract  price,  and  the  remaining  portion  had  to  be  paid  for  at  the  market 
rates;  and  in  this  way  an  open  purchase  was  forced.  I  am  not  able  to  say 
whether,  or  in  what  way,  or  if  at  all.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  were  involved  in 
this  demand  for  this  large  amount  of  screws,  but  they  were  the  only  parties 
benefited;  the  government  was  a  sufierer.  They  knew  that  no  such  quantities 
could  be  demanded  of  them  on  the  contract,  and  what  in  this  and  the  lead  case 
above  mentioned  was  their  gain  has  been  clearly  the  public  loss,  as  shown  in 
their  mode  of  analysis.  These  facts  are  in  striking  contrast  with,  and  direct 
opposition  to,  wishes  professed  and  regrets  expressed  in  the  statement  of  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.,  as  given  in  their  pamphlet  of  correspondence  with  the  chairman 
of  the  Naval  Committee  of  the  House  of  Eepresentatives,  of  February  10, 
1863,  pages  four  and  nine,  in  which  it  is  stated,  “that  the  firm  of  Smith  Broth¬ 
ers  &  Co.,  so  far  from  being  desirous  to  avail  themselves,  to  their  pecuniary 
advantage,  of  the  evils  of  the  contract  system,  improved  their  earliest  oppor¬ 
tunity,  a  year  ago,  to  record  with  the  Navy  Department  their  regret  that  such 
evils  existed  and  their  earnest  desire  to  aid  in  effecting  a  remedy.”  Neither  is 
their  assertion  on  page  nine,  that  no  mistakes  will  be  found  in  their  bids,  alto¬ 
gether  correct,  for  they  have  been  detected  in  their  offers. 

The  bids  have 'been  examined  as  well  as  the  scale  made  at  the  opening,  and, 
to  the  best  of  my  judgment,  there  have  been  no  alterations  made  further  than 
in  some  cases  to  change  the  incorrect  amounts  from  the  rectifications  made  on 
the  margins  of  the  bids,  and  I  do  not  believe  they  have  been  in  any  way  tam¬ 
pered  with. 


There  are  some  classes  for  which  the  bids  have  been  made  in  pencil,  but  there 
were  none  such  to  which  an  award  has  been  made. 

The  bids  for  contracts  have  no  other  distinguishing  mark  on  them  than  is 
required  by  the  advertisement,  that  they  may  not  be  opened  by  accident  before 
the  appointed  time,  which  has  heretofore  been  done  in  the  presence  of  three 
persons.  Within  the  last  year  or  two,  by  direction  of  the  present  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  and  before  the  passage  of  the  present  law,  the  opening  has  taken  place 
in  the  presence  of  such  bidders  as  chose  to  attend.  When  the  bids  are  opened, 
the  aggregate  of  each  class  is  distinctly  read  out  by  one  person  as  it  is  written 
by  the  bidder,  another  person  enters  the  amounts  on  sheets  prepared  for  this 
purpose;  he  then  reads  what  he  has  written,  vrhilst  the  third  person,  wlio  then 
takes  the  bid  in  his  hands,  verifies  if  they  are  correctly  recorded.  No  altera¬ 
tions  are  made  to  correct  any  errors,  however  apparent  they  may  be.  This  has 
been  the  course,  to  my  knowledge,  for  the  last  ten  years,  and  it  is  believed  to 
have  been  the  same  for  many  years  previous. 

Since  the  bids  have  been  opened  in  the  presence  of  the  bidders,  they  have 
occasionally  requested  to  examine  some  of  them;  but,  generally,  the  parties  who 
only  bid  for  a  few  or  single  class,  when  they  hear  their  own  bid  correctly  read, 
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remain  until  a  lower  one  com'es  up,  when  they  retire.  The  contractor  by  pro¬ 
fession,  who  bids  for  nearly  every  class  at  several  yards,  as  for  a  few  years  past 
Mr.  Scofield,  Mr.  Collins,  Mr.  Stover,  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  Mr.  Savage,  &c., 
remains  personally  until  the  last,  or  they  have  their  agents,  clerk,  or  steno¬ 
grapher  remain  till  all  is  over. 

The  bids,  as  before  mentioned,  are  then  verified  by  the  clerks.  No  altera¬ 
tions  arc  made  in  them,  but  all  the  recl;ifications  are  noted  in  the  margin;  but 
the  scale  of  bids  is  corrected  when  any  error  is  discovered. 

The  method  of  receiving,  opening,  and  examining  the  bids  appears  to  me  as 
practicable  a  mode  as  can  be  proposed. 

Respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

JOHN  LE  NTH  ALL, 

Chief  of  bureau. 

Hon.  Gideon  Welles, 

Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


Navy  Department, 

Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  February  12,  1864. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  5th 
instant,  stating  that  “representations  have  been  made  to  the  department  of  erro¬ 
neous  computations  in  propositions  for  contracts  in  your  (my)  bureau,  and  of 
sundry  other  irregularities  either  in  the  proposals  for  or  the  award  of  contracts,” 
and  that  “  some  of  these  are  particularly  alluded  to  in  an  accompanying  pam¬ 
phlet,”  desiring  me  “to  take  up  each  of  the  cases  connected  with  your  (my) 
bureau,  and  make  such  comments  as  may  suggest  themselves  tending  to  an  ex¬ 
planation;”  also  requiring  me  to  “inform  the  department  by  whom  the  compu¬ 
tations  in  your  (my)  bureau  prior  to  the  award  of  contracts  were  made,”  and  to 
“examine  the  bids  in  each  case,  and  the  schedules  made  at  the  opening  of  the 
bids,  and  determine  to  the  best  of  your  (my)  judgment  whether  alterations  by 
erasures  or  otherwise  appear  to  have  been  made,  or  the  bids  or  schedules  in 
any  way  tampered  wfith.” 

In  reply,  I  have  to  state  that  the  records  of  the  bureau  have  been  carefully 
examined,  and  that  but  two  errors  of  computation  have  been  discovered.  One 
of  these  amounts  to  ^279  92  on  a  contract  of  $8,501  66,  and  was  made  in  the 
footing;  the  other  v^as  made  in  carrying  out  the  multiplications  and  amounts  to 
$1,800.  The  correct  sum  is  $2,000;  whereas  the  sum  computed  has  been  in¬ 
advertently  set  down  at  $200,  making  a  difference  of  $1,800.  * 

The  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering  was  created  by  act  of  Congress,  July  5, 
1862,  since  ’which  period  there  have  been  two  lettings  of  contracts  for  naval 
supplies.  The  date  of  the  advertisement  for  the  first  is  February  13, 1863,  and 
of  the  last,  May  23,  1863. 

For  the  first,  the  computations  or  verifications  were  made  by  Messrs.  Neally, 
Mtirdock,  Wight,  and  Engineers  Greene  and  Brecht.  /  The  above  errors  occurred 
in  this  letting,  and  it  is  impossible  to  now  ascertain  by  whom. 

For  the  last,  the  computations  or  verifications  were  made  by  Messrs.  Neally 
and  Wight  and  Engineers  Greene,  Redman,  McKean,  and  Van  Buren.  On  this 
occasioji  each  person  attached  his  initials  to  the  schedule  he  calculated.  For 
both  lettings  the  computations  were  made  under  the  control  and  supervision  of 
the  chief  clerk  of  the  bureau. 

An  examination  of  the  original  bids  and  of  the  schedules  of  them  made  at 
their  opening  does  not  show  that  any  alterations  have  been  made,  except  correc¬ 
tions  of  errors  oL  computations  discovered  in  them,  either  by  erasures  or  other¬ 
wise;  nor  have  I  been  able  to  ascertain  that  either  the  bids  or  schedules  have 
been  in  any  way  tampered  with. 
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All  the  bids  received  at  the  last  letting  were  deposited  as  fast  as  they  arrived 
in  the  safe  of  the  department,  in  the  keeping  of  its  chief  clerk,  from  which  none 
were  Avithdrawn  until  the  hour  for  their  opening,  when  they  were  sent  down  to 
tlie  bureau  by  the  department  and  opened  in  presence  of  the  bidders. 

The  first  letting  Avas  a  comparatively  small  and  unimportant  one. 

The  bids  were  all  made  in  ink  for  the  first  letting,  except  in  the  case  of 
George  Adams  for  classes  D  and  38  X,  Charlestowm  yard.  His  offer  for  class 
D  was  withdrawn  before  the  awards  of  the  contracts  were  made,  and  he  was 
not  the  loAvest  bidder  for  class  38  X. 

The  only  bid  made  in  pencil  at  the  last  letting  was  that  of  Joseph  L.  Savage, 
for  classes  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  10,  11,  Washington  yard,  tAAm  of  AA^hich,  4  and  11,  were 
accepted.  The  A^erification  of  one  (class  4)  made  it  foot  up  less  than  by  the 
bidder. 

I  have  taken  up  the  cases  of  erroneous  computation  cited  in  the  pamphlet 
accompanying  the  letter  of  the  department,  and  submit  the  following  explana¬ 
tion  in  relation  to  them,  namely  : 

On  f)age  11  of  the  appendix  to  the  pamphlet,  class  F,  Brooklyn,  the  bureau’s 
com  nutation  is  correct.  There  is  a  misprint  in  the  official  report. 

Oil  page. -12  of  the  appendix  to  the  pamphlet,  class  K,  Brooklyn,  the 
pamphlet  is  correct.  The  contract  should  have  been  given  to  Zeno  Secor  for 
$8,221  74,  instead  o^  Collins  &  Co.  for  $7,801  66,  The  loss/to  the  govern¬ 
ment  Avas  thus  $279  92,  as  Collins  &  Co.’s  contract  actually  footed  up  to 
$8,501  66.  This  was  the  only  class  obtained  by  Collins  &  Co.  under  this 
bidding. 

On  page  12  of  the  appendix  to  the  pamphlet,  class  33  X,  Brooklyn,  the 
bureau’s  computation  is  correct.  There  is  a  misprint  in  the  official  report. 

On  page  13  of  the  appendix  to  the  pamphlet,  class  B,  Washington,  the 
pamphlet  is  nearly  correct,  ($200  error.)  The  contract  should  have  been 
aAvarded  to  Collins  &  Co.dnstead  of  to  Joseph  L.  SaA^age.  The  error  consists 
in  the  bidder  having  incorrectly  multiplied  the  quantity  of  fifty  reams  of  emery 
paper  by  the  price  of  $40  per  ream  and  carried  out  at  $200  instead  of  $2,000. 

With  regard  to  the  hypothetical  or  imaginary  cases  cited  in  the  pamphlet, 
as  showing  that  the  contracts  would  have  been  let  at  lower  sums  if  any  bidders 
Jiad  offered  at  less  prices  for  them,  or  3t  Mr.  Smith’s  rates,  it  is  not  considered 
that  any  answer  is  necessary.  The  contracts  were  advertised  for  arfd  awarded 
in  exact  conformity  to  laAv,  the  lowest  bidder  receiving  the  contract.  If  bidders, 
under  open  competition,  by  public  adAmrti  ement,  Avith  the  certainty  of  the 
lowest  receiving  the  contract,  would  not  offer  for  the  articles  at  some  places  at 
As  low  a  price  as  at  others,  it  is  not  seen  that  any  remedy  was  in  the  hands  of 
the  bureau.  Mr.  Smith,  Avho  makes  these  hypothetical  savings  to  the  govern¬ 
ment,  though  offering  for  some  places,  did  not  think  proper  to  offer  at  lower 
rates  for  the  places  where  these  higher  prices  received  the  contract. 

There  are  no  vouchers  or  other  evidence  in  the  bureau  to  proAm  one  contractor 
to  have  been  an  agent  for  another. 

With  regard  to  suggestions  relative  to  contracts,  invited  by  the  department 
in  its  letter,  I  will  embody  such  as  I  am  able  to  make  in  the  reply  called  for  to 
the  resolution  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  I  do  not  add  them  here,  as 
they  are  not  quite  matured,  and  the  department’s  letter  calls  for  this  report  at 
my  earliest  convenience. 

I  am,  A'ery  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

B.  F.  ISHERWOOD, 

Chief  of  Bureau. 

Hon.  Gideon  Welles, 

Secretary  of  the^avy. 
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Rejoinde?'  to  the  explanations  of  the  bureaus^  concerning  the  award  of  certain 

contracts. 

.  Boston,  April  2,  1864. 

Sir  :  Throng’ll  the  courtesy  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Naval  Supplies,  I 
have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  copies  of  letters  to  the  Secretar}’- 
of  ihe  Navy,  from  Rear-Admiral  Smith,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks;  Mr.  Lenthall,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction;  and  Mr.  Isherwood, 
chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering.  These  papers  {covering  thirty-two 
folios)  are  in  reply  to  a  communication  entitled  “  An  analysis  of  certain  con¬ 
tracts,”  addressed  by  myself  to  the  Secretary,  and  by  him  submitted  to  the 
chiefs  of  bureaus,  for  consideration  and  report.  The  occasion  for  said  analysis 
of  contracts  will  appear  from  the  following  statements  :  '  • 

On  the  29th  of  January  I  had  the  honor  to  enclose  to  the  Secretary  a  copy 
of  a  paper  prepared  for  the  commissioner  of  the  naval  code,  according  to  his 
request,  containing  recommendations,  viz  : 

First.  As  to  the  proper  protection  of  bids. 

Second.  As  to  the  preparation  of  well-defined  schedules  of  merchandise  ad¬ 
vertised. 

Third.  As  to  additional  protective  measures  for  the  government  against  false 
weights  and  measures. 

I  have  been  gratified  to  notice  that  several  of  the  suggestions  upon  the  first 
of  the  above  topics  have  been  practically  adopted  in  the  recent  instructions  for 
bidders  by  the  Bureaus  of  Construction  and  Engineering,  and  also  to  observe 
that  these,  with  others  concerning  the  appointment  of  receivers  at  navy  yards, 
and  the  duplicate  verification  of  weights  and  measures,  have  received  the  in¬ 
dorsements  of  the  chairman  of  the  Blouse  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  and  the 
commissioner  of  the  naval  code,  and  are  embodied  in  the  new  draft  of  law  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress. 

The  necessity  for  more  vigilant  supervision  of  public  biddings  was  argued, 
not  only  from  opportunities  for  wrongful  collusion  and  fraud,  believed  to  exist, 
but  from  the  actual  perpetration  of  wrong,  believed  to  have  been  committed. 
Upon  the  publication  of  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  conclusive 
evidence  of  this  fact  was  found  therein. 

An  analysis  of  certain  published  contracts  was  made  in  an  appendix  to  the 
paper  above  mentioned,  showing — 

First.  That  in  certain  contracts  prices  were  set  upon  particular  articles  greatly 
above  market  rates,  (such  as  $1  25  for  quicksilver,  worth  75  to  80  cents,  &c.,) 
without  corresponding  cheapness  on  any  other  articles  in  the  class ;  while,  by  a  * 
false  addition,  the  bid  was  lowest  in  the  aggregate.  Thus  the  contract  obtained 
was  made  to  yield  said  enormous  prices.  The  inevitable  inference  was,  that 
the  connexion  of  such  prices  with  such  arithmetic  was  an  intentional  act  on  the 
part  of  the  bidder. 

Suspicion  of  the  latter  wrong  was  confirmed  by  clear  evidence  of  other  wrong¬ 
ful  collusion  of  clerks,  to  the  advantage  of  the  same  party  or  parties,  as  shown. 

Second.  By  evidence  from  published  contracts  that  certain  bidders  must 
have  been  informed  that  there  were  no  bidders  for  certain  classes,  because,  where 
there  was  an  only  bidder,  prices  were  made  from  twice  to  twelve  times  the 
worth  of  an  article,  and  because,  where  there  were  only  these  certain  bidders, 
they  all  bid  immensely  above  market  rates;  whereas,  when  other  competition 
appears,  the  same  parties  underbid  said  competition.  A  statement  is  given  of 
the  loss  thus  made  to  government  by  a  comparison  of  the  prices  paid  in  the 
above  cases  with  the  prices  bid  by  others  or  with  market  rates. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  second  line  of  argument  in  the  appendix  presented  a 
subject  of  the  greatest  importance,  and  worthy  of  the  most  thorough  investiga¬ 
tion. 
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The  reply  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  after  explaining  the 
error  of  $1,000,  noticed  in  that  bureau  as  the  innocent  oversight  of  a  clerk, 
makes  no  reference  to  the  demonstration  of  collusion  in  the  second  part  of  the 
appendix.  Inasmuch  as  that  error  was  the  only  irregularity  discovered  in  that 
bureau,  and  the  analysis  shows  no  wrongful  information  to  bidders  from  within 
that  bureau,  there  was  no  occasion  for  reference  to  it.  But  there  was  also  no 
occasion  for  the  irrelevant  insinuations  upon  the  firm  of  which  the  writer  is  a 
member ;  to  be  treated  apart  from  this  reply,  and  shown  to  be  as  unwarranted  as 
they  were  undignified.  Yet  the  author  shall  have  credit  for  his  considerate 
apology  at  the  close,  wherein  he  says  :  “  I  believe  the  house  of  Smith  Brothers 
&  Co.  to  be  of  respectable  standing,  and  that  they  employ  no  means  not  con¬ 
sidered,  in  these  times,  legitimate  to  obtain  orders.” 

Other  topics  entirely  extraneous  to  those  in  the  pamphlet  submitted  for  his ' 
consideration,  such  as  the  system  of  open  purchases,  are  discussed  at  length. 
It  would  be  improper  for  me  to  follow  his  digression,  and  intrude  here  any  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion  upon  these  subjects.  ^ 

The  reply  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  devotes  twelve  lines  of 
its  tivelve  'pages  to  the  second  part  of  the  analysis,  wherein  is  given  evidence  of 
collusion  within  that  bureau  ;  dismissing  the  subject  with  the  square  assertion 
that  “  it  is  of  no  practical  application— is  unsound  and  hypothetical.”  It  will 
require  more  than  this  dictum  to  convince  others  who  have  examined  it  that  it 
is  not  practical,  sound,  conclusive. 

Nearly  one-half  of  the  document  is  devoted,  as  in  the  former  case,  to  matters 
entirely  disconnected  with  the  subject  under  discussion,  shadowing  timid  insin¬ 
uations  in  this  style  :  “  I  am  not  able  to  say  whether,  or  in  what  way,  or  if  at 
all.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  were  involved,”  &c. 

But  such  obliviousness  as  to  the  important  statements  set  forth  in  the  analysis 
of  certain  contracts  with  the  Bureau  of  Construction  will  not  occasion,  generally, 
such  indistinctness  of  vision  ;  neither  will  irrelevant  matter  nor  personal  in¬ 
nuendo  (to  be  proved  elsewhere  as  groundless  as  inappropriate)  hide  the  real 
issue  from  view. 

It  'vyould  have  been  more  creditable  to  these  chiefs  if  they  had  communicated 
to  us  any  distrust  of  our  transactions  before  we  had  frankly  given  them  inform¬ 
ation  of  wrong  which  touched  their  sensitiveness;  information  which  should 
have  had  their  grateful  acknowledgment,  not  their  tardy  recrimination,  especi¬ 
ally  since  our  official  correspondence  with  them  of  the  past  two  years  left  no 
insinuation  against  our  honor  and  integrity. 

It  does  not  speak  well  for  public  officers  to  resent  thus  an  honest  scrutiny  of 
public  affairs.  This  requital  in  our  own  case,  however,  was  not  altogether  un¬ 
expected.  From  the  time,  in  1861,  when  confident  of  the  right  and  reasonable¬ 
ness  of  our  demand,  we  obtained  an  order,  opening  the  doors»ot  their  offices  to 
our  inspection  of  bids,  against  their  objections,  we  have  been  prepared  for  mani¬ 
festation  of  ill  will  upon  opportunity.  We  did  not  wait  long  for  its  exhibition. 
The  printed  correspondence  (with  the  chief  of  th^  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks) 
accompanying  this  discovers  the  readiness  with  which  the  most  denunciatory 
language  was  used  concerning  us  upon  the  mere  suspicion  of  wrong,  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  which  was  subsequently  compelled  upon  an  exhibit  of  fact. 

We  delay  further  notice  of  personalities,  to  consider  the  important  subject 
which  elicited  them. 

The  reply  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering  has  the  merit  of 
appropriateness.  It  devotes  five  pages  of  the  six  to  an  explanation  of  arithmet¬ 
ical  errors,  given  in  statement  number  one,  and  dismisses  the  argument  in  state¬ 
ment  number  two,  after  an  Oiitire  distortion  thereof,  by  echoing  the  words  of  the 
chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction,  “  hypothetical  and  imaginary 

It  will  be  found  that  another  twelve  lines  of  irrelevant  assertion  will  by  no 
means  suffice  to  dispose  of  the  evidence  that  wrong  was  committed. 


54 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


I  will  review  seriatim  the  few  points  in  these  documents  that  have  any  bear¬ 
ing  upon  the  subject  submitted  for  consideration. 

First.  The  explanation  as  to  the  loss  to  government  by  arithmetical  compu¬ 
tations. 

Ten  erroneous  computations  mentioned,  as  according  to  the  Sccretaiy’s  report, 
are  admitted.  Several  are  disposed  of  as  misprints,  suggesting  more  accurate 
proof-reading  in  future. 

The  following,  it  was  asserted,  occasioned  loss  to  the  government : 


Class  33 — Construction — Philadelphia, . . $1,964  01 


Admitted  as  losses  4  Class  R — Engineering — New  York .  275  80 

to  government.  )  Class  R — Engineering — Washington .  795  00 

Class  23  R — Yards  and  Docks — New  York..  839  43 
*Engineeering — Boston .  602  75 


•  2,512  98 


The  explanation  of  the  first  is  as  follows  :  “  The  computation  was  correctly 
made,  amountmg  to  $10,444  55,  as  stated  in  the  scale  of  offers,  and  the  error 
supposed  by  Mr.  Smith  to  have  been  made  has  arisen  from  a  misprint  in  the 
public  document.” 

There  is  too  much  suspicion  yet  unrelieved  from  this  explanation  to  allow  it 
to  pass  thus.  The  bureau  is  not  quite  so  full  in  explanation  of  the  important 
“  misprint”  as  is  desirable.  By  private  inquiry  I  have  learned  that  the  mis¬ 
print  is  claimed  as  follows  : 

5,000  pounds  spikes,  50  cents  per  pound,  was  printed  $5.  Should  have 
been  10  cents.  Difference,  $2,000.  $5  is  a  singular  typographical  slip  from 

10  cents. 

But  further :  ten  cents  is  one-fourth  of  the  price  set  against  the  other  sizes  of 
spikes,  viz:  forty  cents.  Fifty  cents  would  make  the  bid  figure  as  scaled, 
$12,444  65;  the  “  misprint”  (from  50  cents)  was  singularly  coincident  in^mathe- 
matical  effect  with  the  error  in  the  scale. 

Again :  10  cents  is  about  one-third  of  the  value  of  the  article;  and  it  appears 
that  scarcely  another  article  in  the  contracts  of  this  party,  at  this  time,  is  offered 
at  less  than  cost.  The  other  articles  in  the  same  class  are  at  a  large  profit. 

Again :  this  was  the  third  instance  of  profitable  arithmetic  (to  him)  by  this 
party,  two  of  which  (involving  a  loss  of  $1,442  18  to  government)  are  admitted. 

The  first  was  discovered  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.,  and  notified  to  the  bureau 
in  about  thirty  days  after  the  award  of  the  contract.  It  would  have  been  wise 
for  the  party  or  his  friends  to  have  re-examined  all  other  of*  his  arithmetic  to 
correct  discrepancies,  if  they  existed. 

The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  quotes  from  the  pamphlet,  thus  : 
“  Bids  have  been  received  containing  several  arithmetical  errors,  but  all  against 
the  government,”  and  remarks,  “  This  statement  upon  first  sight  is  calculated, 
and  was  doubtless  intended,  to  excite  suspicion  ;  but  a  very  slight  examination 
of  the  matter  will  disclose  the  fact  that  if  an  arithmetical  error  is  committed,  it 
must  necessarily  be  against  the  government.” 

The  remark  in  the  pamphlet  was  most  certainly  intended  to  excite  suspicion: 

First.  Suspicions  against  the  parties  who  coupled  such  prices  with  such 
arithmetic  as  above  shown;  and. 

Second.  Against  the  parties  through  whose  hands  such  arithmetic  passed 
unnoticed,  when  such  suspicion  was  strongly  confirmed  by  other  evidence  set  forth. 

In  the  case  of  error  in  that  bureau,  however,  there  is  no  ground  for  such 
suspicion  against  the  clerks,  as  it  was  their  only  error  in  a  large  number  of 


^Previously  discovertid  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  vide  p.  9,  pamphlet. 
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computations,  and  none  of  the  evidence  as  to  collusion  bj  information  pertains 
to  that  bureau. 

I  think  under  such  circumstances  there  is  no  occasion  for  the  venerable  chief 
to  be  “  exceedingly  mortified”  that  such  an  error  occurred,  but  rather  agree 
with  him  in  his  subsequent  surprise  that  no  more  errors  were  detected  by  the 
“astute  (!)  merchant  in  hardware.” 

The  account  given  by  the  bureau  of  the  care  of  the  bids  “in  a  trunk,  with 
the  key  in  his  pocket,”  until  the  opening,  is  very  creditable.  It  is  such  care 
that  I  have  advocated  for  all  bureaus.  Had  it  been  exercised  in  two  other 
bureaus,  probably  the  chiefs  thereof  would  have  been  spared  the  trouble  of 
reply  to  statement  Xo.  2. 

The  bureau  should  be  reminded  again,  however,  that  “the  open  doors  for  all 
persons  who  desire  to  be  present”  are  an  institution  obtained-  by  the  agitation 
of  the  astute  merchant  in  hardware  aforesaid,  through  legislation,  and  against  a 
refusal  at  the  incoming  of  the  present  administration. 

The  bureau  remarks :  “  The  idea  of  not  allowing  an  indorsement  on  a  bid 
received  of  its  number,  name  of  bidder  and  number  of  class,  because  the  clerks 
will  then  know  the  bidder’s  name  and  class  bid  for,  is  simply  ridiculous.  How 
can  the  business  be  conducted,  the  bids  scaled,  scanned,  and  contracts  made, 
without  the  knowledge  of  clerks?” 

The  bureau  misapprehends  entirely  the  meaning  of  my  suggestion,  page  3, 
viz:  “Bids  should  not  be  indorsed  with  the  numbers  of  the  class  named  within 
them.  From  such  indorsements  it  may  be  learned  by  clerks  that  there  are  no 
bids  for  certain  classes,  and,  through  collusion;  exorbitant  prices  may  be  named 
for  said  classes.”  This  had  reference  to  indorsements  upon  bids  by  bidders ; 
not  to  indorsements  after  the  opening,  as  understood  by  the  bureau. 

The  bureaus  formerly  directed  that  bids  should  be  indorsed  with  the  number 
of  the  class;  and  it  is  the  theory  of  statement  No.  2  that  it  was  by  such 
indorsements  certain  parties  were  informed  of  classes  on  which  there  were  no 
bids.  Of  late  the  advertisements,  according  to  my  suggestions,  direct  the 
indorsement  to  be  simply  “Proposals  for  Supplies.”  Thus  no  clue  is  afforded 
for  ascertaining  what  classes  have  no  bids  until  after  the  opening. 

The  reports  of  the  chiefs  of  the  bureaus  upon  the  facts  set  forth  in  statement 
No.  1  result  in  the  admission  of  a  loss  to  government  in  four  cases  of  the  five 
asserted  by  the  writer,  through  erroneous  computations,  amounting  to  $2,512  98. 

This  amount  of  loss  is  admitted  upon  the  small  and  comparatively  unim¬ 
portant  award  in  February.  How  great  ma7j  have  been  the  loss  from  the  same 
cause  upon  the  many  large  awards  that  have  preceded  it? 

The  suspicious  indications  as  to  the  remaining  item  of  $1,964  01,,  above  men¬ 
tioned,  fail  of  recognition  in  the  bureau  where  they  are  found.  It  appears  these 
chiefs,  so  distrustful  of  merchants  who  advocate  reform  and  expose  wrong,  are 
exceedingly  trustful  and  confiding  as  to  all  transactions  within  their  official 
precincts. 

The  very  serious  allegation  made  in  statement  No.  2  is  as  folloAvs; 

“That  certain  bids  and  contracts,  very  peculiar  in  their  character,  must 
have  had  a  peculiar  history.  ”  That  in  cases  where  there  was  hut  one  bidder 
the  national  treasury  suffered  severely  from  the  competition.  That  where  tliere 
were  no  bidders  beyond  four  parties.  A,  B,  0,  H,  enormous  prices  were  obtained ; 
but  where  competition  outside  of  these  “parties  appeared,  one  of  the  said  parties, 
by  marvellous  intuition,”  or  by  some  other  means,  had  the  forecast  to  underbid 
said  competition.  That  it  is  against  probability  to  maintain  that  such  bids 
could  have  been  made  in  entire  ignorance  of  the  competition  to  which  they  were 
to  be  subjected.”  That  this  essential  assistance  must  have  been  found  within 
the  bureaus. 

Charges  such  as  these  were  not  made  without  careful  consideration.  The 
evidence  upon  which  they  are  based,  after  compilation  from  the  report  of  the 
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Secretary  of  the  Navy,  was  examined  in-  detail  by  gentlemen  whose  competent 
judgment  of  evidence  would  be  admitted. 

After  the  paper  was  placed  in  type,  for  greater  distinctness,  the  proof  was 
submitted  to  a  counsellor  of  this  city,  eminent  for  character  as  ability.  Upon 
a  critical  examination  thereof,  in  connexion  with  the  Secretary’s  report,  he  pro¬ 
nounced  it  a  conclusive  statement  of  evidence,  sufficient  to  prove  the  allegation 
to  any  intelligent  jury  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt;  and  furthermore  declared  it 
my  personal  duty  as  a  citizen  to  place  said  paper  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  that  the  serious  wrong  discovered  might  be  thoroughly  investigated.  In 
this  opinion  of  my  duty  members  of  Congress  fully  concurred. 

The  unpleasant  and,  as  might  have  been  expected,  thankless  duty  was  per¬ 
formed. 

From  this  last  remark  I  must  except  the  honorable  Secretary.  He  alone,  of 
the  officials  concerned,  expressed  his  cordial  appreciation  of  the  service,  re¬ 
marking  it  was  as  important  to  the  country  as  that  rendered  in  the  field.  The 
matter  was  referred  by  him  to  the  chiefs  of  tlie  bureaus  in  which  the  transac¬ 
tions  were  alleged  to  have  occurred. 

All  they  deemed  it  worthy  their  dignity  or  duty  to  say  in  replies  of  tivelve 
and  seven  pages,  respectively,  bearing  directly  upon  the  allegation  above  named 
in  statement  No.  2,  shall  be  copied  verhathn: 

The  chiefs  of  the  Bureaus  of  Construction  and  Engineering  reply  as  follows : 


Construction. 

“  With  regard  to  what  Messrs. 
Smith  Bros.  &  Co.,  on  page  15  of 
their  pamphlet,  call  an  analysis  of  the 
bids,  it  has  no  practical  application, 
and  is  unsound. 

“  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.  made  no  offer 
for  the  yards  in  question ;  but  other 
parties  did,  and  necessarily  it  could 
only  be  on  their  prices  that,  under  the 
law,  any  award  could  be  made. 

“  In  what  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.  call 
an  analysis,  they  could  have  substi¬ 
tuted  any  price  they  thought  fit,  and 
have  brought  any  result  they  might 
have  desired,  for  their  comparisons  are 
altogether  hypothetical.^'* 

*  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  are  aware  of  no 
loss  to  themselves  by  said  collusion. 

The  loss  was  only  to  government. 


Engineering. 

“With  regard  to  the  hypothetical  or 
imaginary  cases*  cited  in  the  pamphlet, 
as  showing  that  the  contracts  would 
have  been  let  at  lower  sums  if  any 
bidders  had  offered  at  less  prices  for 
them,  or  at  Mr.  Smith’s  rates,  it  is  not 
considered  that  any  answer  is  neces¬ 
sary. 

“The  contracts  were  advertised  for 
and  awarded  in  exact  conformity  to 
law,  the  lowest  bidder  receiving  the 
contract.  If  bidders,  under  open  com¬ 
petition  by  public  advertisement,  with 
the  certainty  of  the  lowest  receiving 
the  contract,  would  not  offer  for  the 
articles  at  some  places,  at  as  low  a 
price  as  at  others,  it  is  not  seen  that 
any  remedy  wms  in  the  hands  of  the 
bureau. 

“Mr.  Smith,  who  makes  these  hypo¬ 
thetical  savings  to  government,  though 
offering  for  some  places,  did  not  think 
proper  to  offer  at  lower  rates  for  the 
places  where  these  higher  prices  re¬ 
ceived  the  contract.”  t 

*  The  cases  were  all  quoted  from  the  report 
of  the  Secretary. 

t  Inuoceut  oversight  of  the  real  argument 
of  the  case!  viz:  that  certain  parties  were  in¬ 
formed  that  neither  Mr.  Smith  nor  any  one 
else  had  offered  at  some  places,  and  thus 
these  “higher  prices,”  two  to  twelve  times 
the  worth  of  the  articles,  received  the  con¬ 
tract. 
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The  reply  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  is  as  irrelevant  and  ob¬ 
scure  as  that  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction.  Indeed,  it  is  but  an 
echo  of  the  latter’s  assumptions  and  assertions.  There  is  such  an  entertaining 
concurrence  of  thought  and  language,  that  it  is  difficult  to  find  a  trace  of  an 
idea  in  the  one  not  in  the  other.  They  are  therefore ‘placed  in  parallel,  as  the 
same  rep^y  will  suffice  for  either. 

The  reply  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  is  either  an  entire  mis¬ 
understanding,  or  a  conscious  evasion  of  the  argument  in  statement  No.  2. 

To  indicate  the  simple  directness  and  force  of  the  argument,  a  few  facts  from 
the  many  in  the  “analysis  of  certain  contracts”  will  be  brought  forward. 

When  in  a  bid  for  glass,  A  is  the  only  bidder,  he  obtains  $20  for  lenses 
12  by  IJ  inch. 

When  a  party  other  than  A,  B,  C,  or  D  bids  for  glass  at  another  yard  at  the 
same  time,  A  obtains  $2  for  lenses  7  by  1-J  inch. 

When  three  bidders  other  than  A,  B,  C,  or  D  bid  for  oars  for  Portsmouth,  • 
they  cost  6J  cents  per  foot. 

When  only  A  bids  foi\ Washington,  they  cost  24  cents  per  foot. 

When  A  is  the  only  bidder  for  boiler  iron  at  Kittery,  he  obtains  for 

15,000  pounds . lOj  cents,  )  worth 

And  again,  for  15,000  pounds . 16  cents,  )  cents. 

When  D  is  the  only  bidder  for  boiler  iron  and  tubes  for  New  York,  he  obtains 
for  115,210  pounds  11|  cents  per  pound,  worth  7f  cents. 

Difference . . . . .  $4,  60S  40 

And  for  2,000  feet  of  boiler  tubes,  $3  SO  per  foot ;  offered  by  the 

same  party  in  May,  when  Morris,  Tasker  &  Co.  bid,  at  50  cents. 

Difference . .  6,  600  00 


11,2QS  40 


When  A,  B,  and  C  were  the  only  bidders  for  tools,  at  Kittery,  A  takes  the 
contract  at  $4,  6S7  for  what  was  worth  only  $1,592  S4,  according  to  the 
prices  of  S.  B.  &  Co.,  at  the  same  date,  and  in  July,  as  in  these  instances  : 


Grindstones .  $30  00,  worth  $4  50  each. 

Scale  beams .  50  00,  worth  6  50  each. 

Wrenches .  150  00,  worth  12  75perdoz. 


But  the  bids  for  oil  present  the  most  transparent  evidence  of  information 
through  collusion. 

They  are  awarded  as  follows,  in  March : 

Kittery.  iliarle'tov/n  New  York  Philadelphia.  VVashinp:to:i. 

No  contract.  •$!  65  $1  68  $2  35  $2  44 

Next  lowest  bids .  1  70  1  70  2  40  2  46 

It  is  not  within  reason  that  such  varied  approximations  were  obtained  by 
chance. 

It  is  remarked,  (page  41  of  the  pamphlet,)  as  follows  ;  “  On  the  morning  of 
the  24th  of  June,  1863,  the  honorable  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  acting  upon 
special  information  received,  took  prhmpt  and  judicious  measures  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  an  opening  of  bids  to  be  made  that  day.” 

This  special  information  was  communicated  by  three  members  of  Congress 
from  Massachusetts,  and  does  not  appear  in  the  pamphlet. 

The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  describes  the  prompt  and  judicious 
measures  thus  : 

“  All  the  bids  received  at  the  last  letting  were  deposited  as  fast  as  they  ar¬ 
rived,  in  the  safe  of  the  department,  in  the  keeping  of  its  chief  clerk,  from  which 
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none  were  withdrawn  until  the  hour  of  opening,  when  thej  were  sent  down  to 
the  bureau  by  the  department,  and  opened  in  the  presence  of  bidders.” 

The  “prompt  and  judicious  measures”  thus  suggested  and  put  in  force  pro¬ 
tected  the  bidding  from  the  wrongful  tampering  and  collusion  which  it  is  evident 
had  occurred  in  March.  The  intuitive  perception  of  the  bidder  for  oil  did  not 
on  that  occasion  serve  him,  so  as  to  touch  within  per  cent,  in  every  instance 
of  the  next  lowest  bidder. 

The  prices  for  oil  as  awarded  in  June  were — 

Charlestown.  Brooklyn.  Philadelphia.  Washington. 

$1  10  $1  10  $1  50  $l  75 

Next  lowest, -  1  70  1  49  1  70  1  90 

which  should  be  contrasted  with  ther  scale  iif  March. 

It  is  asserted  that  a  considerate  judgment  of  such  facts  as  the  above,  with  many 
others  equally  significant,  compel  an  unbiased  conclusion  that  t/ie  only  bidder 
was  informed  he  was  the  only  bidder ;  that  the  four,  ;ivhen  they  were  the  only 
competitors,  had  the  advantage  of  knowing  they  were  the  only  competitors  ;  and 
that  in  the  absence  of  inspection  to  prevent,  the  prices  (as  for  oil)  were  carried 
up  to  close  proximity  to  the  next  lowest  bidder. 

The  pertinency  of  the  reply  of  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  will 
now  be  considered,  in  connexion  with  the  above  facts  from  the  Secretary’s  report. 

He  says:  “  With  regard  to  what  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  callaxi  analysis,  it  has 
no  practical  bearing,  and  is  unsound.” 

An  analysis  is  defined  to  be  “a  consideration  of  things  .in  their  separate  parts — 
the  tracing  of  things  to  their  source.” 

I  think  the  term  in  its  position  is  safe  from  the  satire  of  the  chief.  For  its 
practical  bearing  and  soundness,  it  may  rely  upon  the  opinion  of  those  whose 
sensitiveness  is  not  jarred  by  its 'conclrKions. 

Again:  “Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  made  no  offer  for  the  yards  in  question,  but 
other  parties  did,  and  necessarily  it  could  only  be  on  their  prices  that  under  the 
law  any  award  could  be  made.” 

This  language,  if  it  means  anything  appropriate  to  the  discussion,  is  nearly  a 
repetition  of  the  evidence  of  wrong,  viz  :  that  when  “  Smith  Brothers  &  Co. 
made  no  offer,”  and  when  only  certain  “  other  parties  did,”  then  said  “  other 
parties’  must  have  been  informed  that  “  it  could  only  be  on  their  prices”  (though 
they  were  two  to  tioelvc  times  the  value)  “  that  under  the  law  any  award  could 
be  made.” 

Said  other  party  received  the  advantage  of  that  po.sition  of  affairs  to  the  most 
audacious  extent,  when,  as  only  bidders,  they  obtained  $150  for  wrenches, 
worth  $12  75,  and  $3  80  per  foot  for  boiler  tube,  offered  afterwards  by  the  same 
party  (when  another  party  competed)  for  fifty  cents. 

The  reply  continues  :  “  In  what  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  call  an  analysis,  they 
’  could  have  substituted  any  price  they  thought  fiit,  and  have  brought  any  result 
they  might  have  desired,  for  their  comparisons  are  hypothetical.” 

The  prices  in  the  analysis  are  those  from  the  contracts  in  question,  contrasted 
with  those  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  or  of  other  parties,  which  were  fair  market 
rates,  that  the  contrast  might  exhibit  the  amount  wrongfully  obtained  through 
said  contracts  above  market  rates,  the  ag^-egate  being  proved  to  be  more  than 
$25,000  on  awards  of  $90,000. 

This  comparison  is  strictly  authentic  and  correct;  its  result  will  challenge 
investigation,  as  reliable.  No  prices  varying  much  from  those  quoted  could 
have  been  substituted  as  market  rates,  without  producing  Vi  false  estimate  of  the 
loss  to  government.  So  far  from  being  hypothetical,  the  prices  (which  were  not 
taken  from  the  price  current)  are  those  from  renumerative  contracts  in  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  honorable  Secretary. 
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The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  remarks,  “  that  it  is  not  seen  that  any 
remedy  was  in  the  hands  of  the  bureau.”  If  the  remedy  applied  by  tlie  Sec¬ 
retary  in  June,  had  been  anticipated  by  the  bureau  iii  March, 


Boiler  iron  would  not  have  cost  16  cents . worth  7^  cents. 

Boiler  tubes  would  not  have  cost  $3  80 . w’ortli  50  cents. 

And  wrenches  would  not  have  cost  $150 . worth  $12  75  cents. 


No  such  contracts  were  made  under  ihnX  inotccted  bidding. 

The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  remarks,  “  that  an  examination  of  the 
original  bids  does  not  show  that  any  alterations  have  been  made,  except  correc¬ 
tions  of  errors  of  computations  in  them,  either  by  erasures  or  otherwise  ;  nor 
liave  I  been  able  to  ascertain  that  either  the  bids  or  schedules  have  been  in  any 
way  tampered  with.” 

The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  writes  to  the  same  effect. 

Yet,  with  due  respect  to  their  “best  judgment,”  I  record  confidently  the 
opinion  that  those  bids,  if  the  original  ones,  present  an  extraordinary  appear¬ 
ance.  That  there  are  among  them  so7nc  remai’kahle  specimens  of  inaccurate^ 
incomplete,  indistinct,  pencilled,  and  altered  documents,  and  that  an  expert  will 
be  able  to  trace  through  them  some  of  the  enormous  advance  on  prices  in  the 
contracts  analyzed. 

The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and’Docks  says  :  “  I  undertake  to  say  that 
neither  this  firm,  nor  anybody  else,  can  execute  the  law  of  Congress  approved 
March  3,  1863,  (which  Mr.  Smith  claims  to  have  suggested,)  to  the  letter,  in  all 
respects,  if  contractors  are  disposed  to  evade  it.” 

The  allegation  of  wrongful  coUusion,  which  is  in  debate,  is  entirely  independ¬ 
ent  of  action  involved  in  the  execution  of  that  law,  or  any  other ;  being  simply 
that  bids  were  not  properly  protected  prior  to  and  during  the  opening  ^lereof. 
It  is  a  question  of  official  integrity  in  ordinary  duty.  Mr.  Smith  furthermore 
disclaims  the  honor  of  suggesting  that  law,  which,  in  the  main,  is  reformatory  of 
the  old  system.  He  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it,  nor  did  he  hear  of  it 
until  it  was  enacted,  save  the  provision  limiting  quantities  to  be  delivered  under 
contract  to’“  no  more  and  no  less”  than  those  advertised.  This  he  acknoAvl- 
edges  to  have  suggested  and  accomplished ;  a  measure  which  disposed  of  the 
evil  of  fictitious  prices,  and  is  regarded  generally  as  a  great  reform. 

The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  says:  “On  page  4  of  Messrs.  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.’s  pamphlet  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  they  are  under¬ 
stood  to  state  that  no  bids  at  high  and  low  prices  were  ever  made  by  them.  In 
this  assertion  they  cannot  be  sustained.  Copies  of  Messrs.  S.  B.  Co.’s  bids 
for  the  Boston  yard  for  the  year  1862— ’63  are 'herewith  enclosed.  It  will  be 
seen  their  bids  run  high  and  low.”  He  then  refers  to  sales  of  lead  and  screws 
by  S.  B.  &  Co. 

Upon  review  the  details  of  ‘these  transactions  will  be  found  to  the  credit  of 
S.  B.  &  Co.  The  entire  correspondence  concerning  them  was  printed  by  S.  B.V 
&  Co.  at  the  time  as  a  gratifying  vindication  of  their  business  transactions  and 
principles.  But  more  anon  upon  these  irrelevant  topics,  introduced  to  the  con¬ 
fusion  of  these  official  papers. 

The  quotation  is  made  here  to  illustrate  the  captious  spirit  in  which  these 
gentlemen  have  conducted  their  part  of  the  correspondence. 

“They  are  understood  to  state  that  no  bids  at  high  and  low  jmices  tvere 
ever  inade  hy  themh' 

The  writer  of  the  pamphlet  said  no  such  thing.  Mr.  Lenthall  had  no  right 
so  to  wiVunderstand  him.  Why  did  he  not  C|Uote  the  writer’s  words  ?  Perad- 
yenture,  because,  except  by  distortion  of  them,  he  could  not  have  appended  an 
insinuation. 

Mr.  Smith  wrote:  “No  such  bids  were  ever  made  by  S.  B.  &  Co.,”  i.  e., 
such  as  were  under  discussiott ' m  which,  under  the  act  of  March.  3,  1863, 
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limiting  quantities,  the  aggregate  of  the  bids  is  immensely  above  the  market 
rates  for  the  merchandise  to  be  delivered.  In  this  assertion,  as  in  others,  the 
records  will  show  that  S.  B.  &  Co.  are  sustained. 

The  explanation  of  the  high  and  low  prices  at  which  they  and  others  were 
compelled  to  bid,  under  the  former  contract  system,  will  show  Avhere  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  absurd  system  belonged.  It  is  upon  the  chiefs,  who  devised 
and  executed  it  quietly  for  years,  not  upon  merchants  who,  immediately  upon 
becoming  acquainted  with  it,  exposed  and  attacked  it  until  destroyed.  It  is  en¬ 
tertaining,  certainly,  now,  to  hear  taunts  upon  merchants  for  using  meanwhile  the 
system  placed  in  their  hands.  The  only  choice  for  them  was  to  compete  under 
the  system,  while  protesting  against  it, 'or  else  to  have  abandoned  the  competi¬ 
tion  to  others,  who  were  content  with  profits,  regardless  of  principle  or  propriety. 

The  above  review  of  all  points  bearing  upon  the  serious  allegation  which  is 
set  aside  as  “  hypothetical  and  imaginary,”  leaves  the  evidence  of  its  truth  still 
unbroken  and  conclusive.  The  unanimous  verdict  of  those  to  v/hom  it  is  sub¬ 
mitted  successively  for  examination  (beyond  those  who  assume  an  attitude  of 
defence)  is,  that  the  facts  collated  sustain  the  charge. 

I  doubt  not  but  that  an  intelligent  jury,  or  a  committee  of  the  Boston  Board 
©f  Trade,  would  indorse  the  opinion  of  the  legal  gentleman  under  whose  advice 
I  have  performed  this  unwelcome  duty,  viz:  That  the  said  “analysis  of  certain 
contracts”  proves,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  certain  contractors  could  not 
have  obtained  the  extraordinarily  profitable  contracts  in  question  through  any 
mere  chance  of  bidding  ;  but  that  through  information,  by  collusion,  said  results 
were  obtained. 

Besides,  however,  the  internal  evidence  of  the  report  of  the  Secretary  which 
the  writer  has  collated,  (at  expense  of  personal  labor,  time,  and  money,  and  ex¬ 
posure  to  resentful  attacks,)  there  can  he  other  collateral  evidence  to  substantiate 
the  truth. 

I  cannot  conclude  without  again  soliciting  your  attention  to  the  resentful  dis¬ 
position  of  the  chiefs  in  reply.  Their  unwarranted  insinuation  and  weak  satire 
will  have  full  exposure  in  a  subsequent  paper.  The  communication  which  re¬ 
quired  their  attention,  so  far  from  implying  distrust  of  either  of  tlio^e  functiona¬ 
ries,  referred  to  them  in  terms  of  confidence  personally,  of  respect  for  their 
ability,  and  consideration  of  their  arduous  labors.  It  was  not,  therefore,  to  have 
been  anticipated  that  evidence  of  wrong  within  their  offices,  the  suspicion  of 
which,  as  was  remarked  to  the  writer  by  the  Secretary,  was  not  new  in  the  de¬ 
partment,  would  be'  set  aside  as  “  hypothetical  and  imaginary,”  and  returned 
with  angry  recrimination.  Yet,  despite  this  ready  dismissal  by  the  bureaus,  the 
importance  of  this  evidence,  in  fact  and  inference,  will  remain. 

I  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

FBANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 

Hon.  John  P.  Hale, 

Chairman  of  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Naval  Supjjlies. 


Correspondence  of  R.ear- Admiral  Smith  with  the  navy  agent  at  Charlestown 
about  the  purchase  of  a  crank  for  the  steamer  Cambridge. 

Bridgewater,  Massachusetts, 

February  9,  1864. 

Sir:  During  last  summer  Chief  Engineer  Wood,  of  the  Boston  navy  yard, 
by  order  of  the  commandant  of  that  station,  ordered  from  our  forge  a  shaft  for 
the  United  States  steamer  Cambridge.  The  shaft  was  made  at  considerable  in¬ 
convenience  to  us,  by  working  night  and  day,  as  we  were  informed  the  steamer 
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was  required  on  the  blockade,  and  were  specially  urged  to  do  the  work  in  the 
shortest  possible  time. 

The  shaft  was  made  and  delivered  in  the  city  of  Nevr  York,  and  after  inspec¬ 
tion  by  a  government  engineer  the  bills  were  sent  to  the  commandant  of  the 
Boston  yard 

After  waiting  several  months  and  hearing  nothing  from  them,  the  Avriter 
went  to  Boston  January  26,  and  ascertained  by  inquiring  at  the  commandant’s 
office  that  the  bills,  which  were  dated  in  October,  Avere  approA-ed  by  him  No- 
A^ember  12,  and  sent  to  the  naA^y  agent  in  Boston,  and  I  Avas  requested  to  go 
there,  AAffiere  I  would  doubtless  find  the  money.  I  accordingly  called  upon  him, 
Avhen  he  informed  me  they  were  not  in  his  possession.  I  insisted  that  he  must 
have  them,  but  he  said  no.  I  again  told  him  they  must  be  in  his  office,  and  finally 
opening  a  side  drawer  he  found  them  all— original,  duplicate  and  triplicate — duly 
approA^ed.  I  asked  him  if  any  requisition  had  been  draAvn  for  the  amount;  he 
said  no,  and  that  there  Avould  not  be  by  him  ;  that  Commodore  Montgomery  or 
Chief  Engineer  Wood  had  no  business  to  order  anything  for  the  yard;  that  all 
orders  must  come  through  him,  and  if  they  saAv  fit  to  order,  they  must  pay  for 
it,  as  he  should  not. 

I  respectfully  call  your  attention  to  the  aboAm  matter,  that  it  may  be  brought 
to  the  notice  of  the  proper  officials  inAYashiugton,  with  a  view  that  such  con¬ 
duct  on  the  part  of  these  officials — navy  agents — may  be  corrected,  and  to  state 
further,  that  it  is  my  opinion,  as  Avell  as  that  of  manufacturers  generally,  who 
have  had  the  supplying  of  their  goods  to  the  department,  that  his  conduct  in 
this  case  has  been  caused  in  not  giving  this  order  to  such  parties  as  may'  have 
been  selected  by  himself  to  execute  the  Avork. 

I  am,  A'ery  respectfully,  ymurs, 

GEORGE  B.  STETSON 


for  Lazelle,  Perkins  Co. 

Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith, 

Chief  of  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Bureau  of  Construction, 

Navy  Department,  Septanher  10,  1863. 

Enclosed  please  find  a  copy’’  of  a  report  from  the  steamer  Cambridge, 
relating  to  the  crank-pin  of  that  vessel ;  and  a  new  one  is  required.  You 
will  please  direct  the  chief  engineer  of  the  yard  under  your  command  to 
ascertain  Avhere  it  was  made,  (Avhich  is  probably  at  Boston,  as  the  A'essel 
*  was  purchased  at  that  port,)  and  haA'e  a  new  one  forwarded  to  her,  in 
Admiral  Lee’s  squadron,  as  quickly  as  possible.  If  you  haAm  not  direct  com¬ 
munication  by  steamer,  the  most  expeditious  mode  will  be  to  send  it  to  NeAv 
York,  And  request  the  commandant  of  that  y'ard  to  forward  it  at  once.  When 
readv  to  be  sent  foinvard,  you  vnll  inform  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering. 

JOHN  LENTHALL 

Com.  J.  B.  Montgomery. 


-  A 

Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 

February  25,  1864. 

Gentlemen  :  Your  letter  of  the  9th  instant  to  me  was  referred  to  the  naA'y' 
agent  at  Boston  for  explanation  of  his  long  detention  of  your  bill  Avithout 
action. 

Enclosed  I  send  you  a  copy  of  the  navy  agent’s  letter  on  the  subject  to  the 
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Secretary  of  the  Navy,  which  I  transmit  to  show  you  how  much  more  reasona¬ 
bly  tliat  agent  can  procure  the  work  referred  to  than  you  seem  to  have  charged. 
That,  however,  is  no  excuse  for  his  non-action  in  the  premises. 

Respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

JOS.  SMITH, 

,,  Chief  of  the  Bureau. 

Messrs.  Lazelle,  Perkia's,  &  Go., 

Bridgeivater,  Mass. 


Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 

March  7,  1864. 


Gentlemen:  I  enclose  a  copy  of  explanations  made  by  the  navy  agent 
at  Boston  touching  the  price  you  charged  for  the  shaft  of  the  steamer  “  Gain 
bridge.” 

Please  state  whether  your  price  per  pound  was  for  the  shaft  finished. 

You  will  observe  that  the  navy  agent  complains  of  your  price  as  exorbitant  / 
and  if  it  is  really  so,  you  should  of  course  make  a  deduction. 

After  reading  the  navy  agent’s  letter,  please  forward  to  the  bureau  such 
explanations  as  you  may  think  the  matter  requires. 

I  am,  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

JOS.  SMITH, 


Messrs.  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Go., 

Bridgewater^  Mass. 


Chiif  of  the  Bureau. 


Bridgewater,  Mass.,  March  11,  18G4. 

Sir  :  We  beg  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  yours  of  the  7th,  enclosing  copy  of 
letter  from  E.  L.  Norton,  esq.,  navy  agent  at  Boston,  in  which  he  charges  us 
with  asking  your  department  an  exorbitant  price  for  the  crank-shaft  of  steamer 
Gambridge,  and  says  that  Mr.  Dearborn,  of  the  firm  of  Dearborn,  Robinson  & 
Go.,  forged  the  original  one  at  ten  cents  per  pound,  and  would  now  make  the 
same,  finished,  at  forty  cents  per  pound.  Also,  that  Mr.  Gurtiss,  of  the  Atlan¬ 
tic  Works,  says  that  forty  cents,  at  the  present  time,  would  be  the  highest  price 
for  such  a  one  finished ;  and  further,  that  Mr.  Gurtiss  says,  “  We  are  now  mak¬ 
ing  much  larger  and  more  difficult  ones  at  thirty-nine  cents  per  pound.”  . 

Mr.  Gurtiss  must,  we  think,  forget  that  we  are  now  under  contract  with  him 
to  make  a  crank-shaft,  and  have  six  months  in  which  to  do  the  work,  and  that 
he  is  to  pay  us  fifty  cents  per  pound  for  the  same. 

Mr.  Norton  further  states  that  our  establishment  is  at  work  day  and  night  as 
a  matter  of  economy,  and  that  such  establishments  are  run  day  and  night.  So 
far  as  our  experience  goes,  we  can  assure  you  there  is  no  economy  in  any  such 
operation,  and  we  beg  to  state  that  it  costs  much  more  to  run  day  and  night, 
comparing  the  expense  with  the  amount  of  work  turned  out.  We  cannot*  turn 
out  as  much  work  in  a  night  as  in  a  day,  and  we  are  quite  sure  that  others 
have  had  the  same  experience  as  ourselves. 

He  also  says  that  we  do  not  pay  our  workmen  anything  extra  for  working 
nights,  which  is  not  correct,  as  we  do  pay  extra  for  night  work. 

We  have  shown  you,  as  above,  that  our  works  are  not  run  day  and  night  as 
a  matter  of  economy,  but  merely  from  a  press  of  work. 

If  the  navy  agent  had  considered  the  bill  an  overcharge,  he  should  have  sO' 
stated  it  at  the  time  our  man  called  on  him,  and  not  say  that  he  would  not  pay 
it  for  reason  of  its  having  been  ordered  by  Gomraodore  Montgomery  instead  of 
himself.  When  the  bill  was  rendered  we  considered  it  a  just  one,  under  the 
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circumst.ances  ;  if  it  is  not  so,  we  stand  ready  to  correct  and  refund  any  over¬ 
charge.  Our  price  for  such  work  is  fifty  cents  per  pound  finished,  when  we 
have  the  other  forgings  required  for  the  engine.  We  have,  v/ithin  the  past 
three  months,  forged  all  the  work  for  five  engines  of  similar  shape  for  one  of 
our  customers,  and  we  charged  him  for  the  same  twenty-five  cents  per  pound 
in  the  rough.  The  crank-shaft  is  the  most  difficult  piece  to  make  of  all  others 
required  in  the  construction  of  a  marine  engine,  and  there  is  double  the  risk 
attending  its  manufacture  at  the  present  time.  We  would  not  undertake  to 
make  one  at  the  price  charged  your  department,  (thirty  cents  per  pound 
forged  weight.)  When  the  order  was  received  it  was  stated  the  ship  was  re¬ 
quired  on  the  blockading  station,  and  that  we  must  not  lose  a  moment’s  time 
on  it.  Under  these  instructions  we  commenced  it  at  once,  laying  aside  other 
work  that  the  wants  of  our  customers  hard  pressed  us  for  delivery.  When  it 
was  forged,  we  at  once  put  it  into  our  largest  lathe,  (for  which  we  charge  $20 
per  day,)  stopping  the  work  it  was  on.  We  cannot  make  these  changes  with¬ 
out  incurring  additional  expense  and  loss  of  time. 

We  appeal  to  you,  sir,  if  we  should  not  receive  more  for  this  work  than  if 
we  had  plenty  of  time  in  which  to  execute  it. 

The  parties  from  whom  Mr,  N^orton  obtained  the  prices  he  quotes  are  com¬ 
petitors  of  ours  in  business,  and  he  doubtless  explained  to  them  the  nature  of 
the  case  before  getting  their  figures.  We  alv/ays  have  been,  and  are  now, 
ready  to  serve  your  department  in  any  way,  and  at  quickest  possible  time,  and 
ask  no  other  compensation  for  so  doing  than  Avhat  is  just  and  right ;  and,  in 
this  case,  we  worked  with  an  understanding  that  the  services  of  the  ship  were 
valuable  to  the  government,  and  the  first  thing  to  be  looked  to  was  despatch. 

We  leave  the  matter  entirely  in  your  hands,  and  shall  cheerfully  abide  by  any 
decision  made  in  the  case  by  yourself,  or  the  department,  and  any  overcharge 
shall  be  promptly  remitted  as  you  may  direct. 

Mr.  Norton’s  treatment  to  us  has  not  been  what  we  should  have  received  from 
a  man  in  his  capacity;  we  have  at  least  a  right,  we  think,  to  demand  civil  and 
courteous  treatment  from  him  as  a  government  officer.  We  mean  all  our  claims 
and  bills  shall  be  at  market  rates ;  if  not,-  we  stand  ready  to  make  them  so. 

Awaiting  your  reply,  we  remain  yours,  very  truly, 

LAZELLE,  PERKINS  &  CO. 

Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith,  United  States  Navy, 

Chief  of  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Bureau  of  Yards  a.xd  Docks, 

April  8,  1864. 

Gentlemen:  Yours  of  March  11  I  referred  to  the  Bureau  of  Enffineerinof 

•  •  O  O 

as  it  pertains  to  that  bureau  to  pay  your  bill  for  the  crank  made  for  the  Cam¬ 
bridge. 

It  was  a  matter  which  did  not  appertain  to  this  bureau,  but  was  investigated 
by  it,  as  stated  in  letter  of  March  7,  in  reply  to  yours  of  February  9  last, 
and  which  has  not  escaped  the  observation  of  the  investigating  committee  of  the 
Senate  on  the  subject  of  naval  frauds. 

You  will  please  call  on  the  Bureau  of  Enffineerinff  to  examine  and  settle  your 
bill  for  the  crank. 

I  am,  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

JOSEPH  SMITH, 

Chief  of  the  Bureau, 

Messrs.  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co., 

Bridgewater,  M.assachusetts. 
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Here  is  Mr.  Norton’s  account  of  the  transaction.  It  is  a  very  straight  one. 


Navy  Agent’s  Office, 


Boston,  February  83,  1864. 

Sir  :  Referring  to  my  letter  of  the  20th  instant,  I  respectfully  inform  the 
department  that  I  have  made  inquiries  of  the  principal  forgers  and  manufac¬ 
turers  of  shafts,  such  as  was  furnished  the  steamer  Cambridge,  by  Lazelle, 
Perkins  &  Co.,  and  have  ascertained  that  the  price  of  the  shaft,  tlie  bill  of  which 
was  presented  to  me  for  payment,  and  which,  for  reasons  before  stated,  I  de¬ 
clined  to  include  in  my  requisition,  is  exorbitant. 

The  cost  of  such  work  at  the  present  time  is  greatly  above  that  for  which  it 
could  have  been  furnished  at  the  time  the  bill  referred  to  was  made.  In  no  in¬ 
stance  has  the  price  named  by  the  parties  of  v/hom  I  inquired  been  above  forty 
cents  per  pound  for  the  finished  shaft.  One  manuhicturer  of  great  responsibility 
and  experience  offers  to  do  such  work  at  the  'present  time  for  thirty-eight  cents. 

It  will  be  observed  that  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.  charge  for  7,410  pounds, 
(which  is  probably  the  gross  weight  of  the  forging,)  S8,445  30,  and  for  finish¬ 
ing,  $570;  total,  $3,015  30. 

Based  upon  the  original  shaft,  and  the  estimated  weight  from  the  drawing, 
the  weight  of  this  shaft  finished  would  be  about  4,500  pounds,  which,  at  the 
price  offered  me  for  such  work,  would  amount  to  $1,710.  It  thus  appears  that 
Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.  have  charged  about  $1,300  in  excess  of  a  liberal  esti¬ 
mate  for  the  shaft.  I  am  informed  that  the  manufactory  of  Lazelle,  Perkins  & 
Co.  is  usually  in  operation  day  and  night;  consequently  the  cost  of  the  wmrk 
could  not  have  been  enhanced  by  night  labor. 

As  this  bill  will  probably  be  presented  for  payment,  I  consider  it  my  duty  to 
inform  the  department  of  the  result  of  the  inquiries  I  have  made. 

Very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant,  « 

E.  L.  NORTON, 

Navy  Agent. 

Plon.  Gideon  Welles, 


Secretary  of  the  Navy,  Washington. 


PM  that  letter  of  Mr.  Norton  Rear-Admiral  Smith  replied  as  follows : 

Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 

February  27,  1864. 

Sir:  The  honorable  Secretary  of  the  Navy  has  referred  your  letter  to  him 
of  the  23d  instant,  on  the  subject  of  the  shaft  furnished  by  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co. 
for  the  steamer  Cambridge,  to  this  bureau.  Please  state  who  the  parties  are 
of  whom  you  say  neither  of  them  would  have  charged  over  40  cents  per  pound 
for  the  shaft  in  question,  finished,  the  time  they  would  have  required  to  deliver 
it,  and  also  who  is  the  party  who  would  do  the  work  at  the  present  time  at  38 
cents  per  pound,  and  if  these  parties  or  either  of  them  would  furnish  the  shaft 
by  working  night  and  day  at  these  prices. 

It  appears  the  shaft  was  ordered  of  the  establishment  which  made  the  original 
one,  to  be  made  with  all  possible  despatch ;  and  whether  the  price  charged  be 
high  or  not,  there  was  no  excuse  for  your  putting  the  bill  away  without  notice 
or  report,  and  when  asked  for  it  saying  you  had  it  not,  but  after  searching  you 
found  it. 

If  you  declined  to  pay  the  bill,  you  should  at  least  have  so  reported  to  the  com¬ 
mandant  who  approved  it,  with  your  reasons  for  not  paying  it. 

Your  opinion  that  because  the  works  of  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.  are  in  operation 
day  and  night,  the  work  on  the  shaft  should  not  be  enhanced  in  price,  is  quite 
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I  am,  respectfully,  your  obedient  serrant, 

J OSEPH  SMITH, 

E.  L.  Norton,  Esq.,  *  ^^lef  of  the  Bureau, 

^avy  Agent,  Boston,  Alassachusetts. 

A 


Navy  Agent’s  Office, 

T  1  .  ,  Boston,  March  5,  1864 

2i“f^'Xp.si  ‘/of  ?  tT.“  ir:s 

days  and  nights ^00“^  bTlo'e  iuTesirhau  tTo1hi?d“  T 

" a^ut oTecouor/:'  M^He?rLf L^s  1”^ ‘’Td'“' 

fetf/t^"’  e-aX!:.\:d  thra 

Mr.  Curtis,  agent  and  treasurer  of  tbe  Atlantic  Worley  An 

fault  to  make,  at  39  cents  ner  nound  •  ^^^ger  and  more  dif 

U'ork,  a  close  calculation  of  wMch  from  tbe  orb^fn^aT^  are  for  theJ^?^^>Ae^^ 
of  tbe  shaft  4,200  pounds  ^  -height 

:“LUT4‘ra:4t\Sir;,£  t*'  »«■ 

are  run  day  and  nio-bt  for  Imaw  fnro-i  j  ^  economy  such  establishments 

rssi.‘i^  p*p 

a..  ii..ag.n,“pt! 

labor  for  finisbino-  work  and  as  W^p  f  anything  extra  for  night 

Heavy  work  as  a  mltter^rec^u  T,.  ‘"4,“ 

m  my  opinion  that  because  the  woAs  of  Lazelk  Pelki^  1  treasonable 

fc^at'/s  i“'  I?"  f'--”'*  frsTL'S': 

“Z  ~  “  >— .SZr.Z“  ■>“•— ™‘r  ‘r  -V 

departmLT  uton  such  requisition  has  been  considered  by  the 

”S. “  .sr^i;  2“  t 
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stated  briefly  as  follows  :  A  requisition  for  a  crank-sbaft  was  drawn  by  the 
authorities  of  the  navy  yard  directly  and  unconditionally  upon  me.  By  law  and 
regulation  it  was  my  exclusive  duty  upon  that  requisition  to  have  made  the  pur¬ 
chase,  but  it  appeared  from  the  memorandum  bill  of  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.  that 
some  person  had  undertaken  my  function  and  had  made  the  purchase. 

By  including  that  open  purchase  bill  in  my  requisition,  when  no  special  au¬ 
thority  from  bureau  or  department  appeared  for  the  purchase  by  another  person, 
I  considered  that  I  should  become  a  party  responsible  for  the  proper  conditions 
of  the  jbill.  It  was  accordingly  laid  aside  to  await  from  day  to  day  the  call  of 
the  party  to  whom  it  belonged.  It  could  not  have  been  anticipated  that  two 
months  would  elapse  before  such  call  would  be  made,  nor  is  it  matter  for  sur¬ 
prise  that  I  should  not  recall  the  circumstance  of  the  reception  of  the  bill  upon 
the  instant.  It  seems  to  me  sufficient  that  I  was  enabled  to  correct  a  first  impres¬ 
sion  and  find  and  deliver  the  bill  within  a  five  minutes’  interview  with  the  per¬ 
son  who  called.  My  whole  purpose  and  action  in  this  matter  has  been  governed 
by  an  earnest  desire  to  protect  the  public  interest  by  insisting  upon  those  whole¬ 
some  laws  and  regulations  which  have  been  devised  for  this  purpose  ;  and  what¬ 
ever  difference  of  opinion  may  be  entertained  as  to  who  may  or  may  not  be 
purchasing  agents  for  the  department,  I  considered  that  when  I  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  an  apparent  exorbitant  charge,  I  was  entitled  to  consideration  rather  than 
reproof  from  the  bureau. 

Very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

E.L.  NORTON, 

Navy  Agent. 

Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith, 

Chief  of  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Washington,  D.  C. 

•  — 

Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 

March  7,  1864. 

Sir:  Your  letter  of  explanation  of  the  5th  instant ‘has  just  been  received. 
The  bureau  passed  no  censure  for  your  declining  to  pay  Lazelle,  Perkins  & 
Oo.  for  the  shaft  for  the  Cambridge ;  it  would  rather  approve  your  action  in 
such  cases,  and  trusts  you  have  always  been  thus  scrupulous  and  particular  in 
regard  to  exorbitant  claims  presented  to  you  for  payment ;  for  the  bureaus  are 
not  always  the  most  correct  judges  of  the  proper  value  of  purchases  made  with¬ 
out  investigation.  But  the  bureau  did  intend  to  censure  you  for  not  reporting 
the  exorbitant  price  stated  by  you  as  charged  for  the  shaft  to  the  authority 
(the  commandant)  who  approved  the  bill,  instead  of  putting  the  bill  away,  and 
waiting  until  the  manufacturer  called  for  his  money,  and  then  simply  telling 
him  you  could  not  pay  the  bill. 

It  was  your  duty  to  have  reported  the  case  to  the  commandant  when  the  bill 
came  to  you,  and  you  objected  to  it ;  or  you  should  have  reported  it  to  the 
bureau,  making  the  purchase  forthwith.  In  neglecting  to  do  so,  you  were,  in 
my  opinion,  derelict  in  your  duty. 

As  to  the  cost  of  night  work,  it  was  not  for  me  to  decide.  All  the  reports  from 
outsid  eestablishments  to  the  department  in  regard  to  hours  of  labor,  extra  time, 
and  extra  pay ,  state  that  a  large  increase  is  allowed  for  night  work  and  extra 
time. 

Respectfully,  your  obedient  servant. 


E.  L.  Nroton,  Esq., 

Navy  Agent,  Boston,  Massachusetts. 


JOS.  SMITH, 
Chief  of  the  Bureau. 
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SENATE  SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  xNAYAL  SUPPLIES.. 


,  Testimony  of  Franklin  JV.  Smith. 

February  11,  1864. 

Fraxkltn  W.  Saiith  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Where  do  yon  reside,  Mr.  Smith  ] 

Answer.  In  Boston,  Massachusetts. 

Question.  What  is  your  business  1 

Answer.  I  am  in  the  hardware  business — a  member  of  the  firm  of  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co. 

Question.  How  long  have  you  been  in  that  business  ? 

Answer.  I  have  been  in  it  myself  since  1846 — seventeen  years. 

Question.  Do  you  know  J.  L.  Savage  ? 

Answer.  I  have  a  business  acquaintance  with  him,  having  met  him  perhaps 
four  times  in  Hew  York.  I  think  he  resides  in  Washington.  He  has  business- 
both  in  New  York  and  Washington. 

Question.  Do  you  know  C.  W.  Scofield  ? 

Answer.  I  have  met  him  as  a  business  man  at  his  place  of  business  three  or 
four  times. 

Question.  Where  was  his  place  of  business  ? 

Answer.  In  New  York. 

Question.  State,  if  you  please,  if  you  know  any  facts  going  to  show  a  con¬ 
nexion  in  business  between  Scofield  and  Savage. 

Answer.  I  know  of  no  facts  showing  a  connexion  of  interest  or  partnership.* 
The  only  inference  I  have  drawn  in  the  matter  is  from  having  seen  them  in 
the  same  counting-room,  at  the  same  desk,  side  by  side;  and  knowing  that 
when  I  had  occasion  to  find  them  I  found  them  at  the  same  place  associated 
together. 

Question.  Do  you  knoAv  H.  J.  Collins  ? 

Answer.  I  have  no  acquaintance  with  him.  I  have  seen  him,  I  think,  but 
once. 

Question.  Where  vras  that  ? 

Answer.  At  the  Boston  navy  yard.  He  was  named  to  me,  in  my  presence, 

I  think. 

Question.  State  if  you  know  any  connexion  between  Scofield  and  Savage, 
or  either  of  them,  and  Collins. 

Answer.  The  only  knowledge  I  have  of  the  matter  is  written  information 
from  the  Portsmouth  navy  yard.  I  addressed  the  navy  agent  at  Portsmouth, 
inquiring  if  Mr.  Collins  held  a  power  of  attorney  from  Savage  to  do  his  busi¬ 
ness  in  the  early  part  of  1863,  and  received  a  reply  that  he  did  hold  a  power 
of  attorney  at  that  time  from  J.  L.  Savage.  The  precise  language  of  thak 
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power  of  attorney,  copied  from  the  original  document,  is  to  be  found  in  a 
pamphlet  published  by  me  called  “An  Analysis  of  Certain  Navy  Contracts,”  at 
page  16. 

Question.  Do  you  know  II.  D.  Stover  ? 

Answer.  I  have  a  business  acquaintance  with  him,  having  met  him  in  the 
course  of  my  business. 

Question.  Do  you  know,  or  have  you  understood,  where  he  is  now? 

Answer.  By  information  from  the  newspapers  and  the  Navy  Department,  I 
understand  he  is  in  Fort  Lafayette. 

Question.  Under  what  circumstances  ? 

Answer.  As  informed  from  the  ordnance  office  in  Boston,  from  tfie  Navy 
Department  here,  and  from  the  principal  witness  at  his  trial,  he  is  there  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  a  conviction  under  a  charge  of  attempting  to  bribe  George  H. 
Jacobs,  jr.,  of  Boston,  a  receiving  clerk,  to  receive  less  copper  than  his  invoice. 

Question.  Look  at  the  contract  of  April  7,  1863,  with  J.  L.  Savage,  as 
found  at  page  976  of  the  third  part  of  the  President’s  message  and  accompany¬ 
ing  documents  of  the  present  session,  containing  tKe  report  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  which  is  as  follows  : 

J.  L.  Savage.  Date  of  contract,  April  %  1863. 

Kittery. — Class  F,  miscellaneous  tools  for  engineers. 


2,000  pounds  cotton  wdping  waste .  $0  80  per  pound. 

3  anvils,  about  200  pounds .  50  00  each. 

18  chopping  axes,  handled . 3  00 

12  small  axes,  handled .  1  50  “ 

6  calipers . 2  00  “ 

6  dividers .  2  00  “ 

4  grindstones,  mounted,  about  150  pounds .  30  00  “ 

6  hydraulic  jacks. .  290  00  “ 

4  scale  beams .  50  00  “ 

12  sieves . 5  00  “ 

50  scoop  shove’s . . 2  00  “ 

6  steel  squares .  2  00  “ 

6  iron  squares... .  1  50  “ 

4  dozen  Coe’s  monkey  wrenches,  assorted .  150  00  “ 

To  be  delivered  as  required. 


Now  give  to  the  committee  the  market  value  and  your  means  of  knowing  the 
market  value  of  these  different  articles.  In  the  first  place,  what  was  the 
market  value  at  that  time,  April  7,  1863,  of  cotton  wiping  waste? 

Answer.  35  or  40  cents  per  pound.  We  contracted  for  it  at  the  same  date 
at  40  cents  a  pound,  as  a  fair  price  that  would  give  us  a  commission. 

Question.  Look  at  the  next  article— three  anvils  of  about  200  pounds,  at  $50 
each. 

Answer.  We  contracted  in  July  to  deliver  them  at  $30,  which  we  supposed 
would  give  us  a  fair  profit — a  profit,  as  we  supposed,  of  about  $7  50  each. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  18  chopping  axes,  handled,  at  $3  each. 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  the  exact  profit  on  these  articles.  I  can  only  say  that 
we  offered  to  furnish  chopping  axes  at  a  dollar  and  a  quarter  each.  The  prices 
I  now  give  were  our  contract  prices  in  July,  the  prices  for  which  we  agreed  to 
furnish  these  axes  at  the  Charlestown  yard. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  12  small  axes,  handled,  at  $1  50  each. 

Answer.  The  market  price  was  75  cents. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  six  calipers,  at  $2  each. 

Answer.  The  market  price  was  fifty  cents. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  six  dividers,  at  $2  each. 
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Answer.  We  furnished  them  at  Kitteiy,  the  same  yard,  at  75  cents.  We 
have  furnished  them  at  70  cents.  ' 

Question.  The  next  item  is  four  grindstones,  mounted,  about  150  pounds,  at 
$30  each. 

Answer.  We  furnished  them  for  $4  50  at  Charlestown. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  six  hydraulic  jacks,  at  $290  each. 

Answer.  We  furnished  them  to  the  Kittery  yard  in  July,  at  $S3  20,  but  we 
made  a  loss  on  them,  and  that  circumstance  should  be  stated.  It  is  an  article 
that  I  was  unacquainted  with,  and  in  the  description  given  in  the  schedule  it 
was  stated  that  they  should  be  with  “  toe  lifts,”  to  lift  them  from  the  ground. 
Those  words  involved  an  extra  price  of  about  $50.  That  $50  should  be  add¬ 
ed  to  the  $83  20,  and  would  make  $133  20,  a  fair  price.  We  could  have  fur¬ 
nished  them  for  that,  at  a  slight  profit.  They  would  have  cost  about  $112  or 
$115  each. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  four  scale  beams,  at  $50  each. 

Answer.  We  furnished  them  at  $6  50  for  Kittery,  the  same  yard,  in  July. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  twelve  sieves,  at  $5  each. 

Answer.  We  furnished  them  for  Kittery  at  $1  38.  •  . 

Question.  The  next  item  is  fifty  scoop  shovels,  at  $2  each. 

Answer.  We  furnished  them  to  the  Charlestown  yard  for  ninety-five  cents. 
The  prices  I  have  given  are  all  the  fair  market  prices,  with  the  exception  of 
the  jacks,  on  which  there  was  a  mistake,  as  I  have  said. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  six  steel  squares,  at  $2  each. 

Answer.  Their  market  pnce  was  75  cents. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  six  iron  squares,  at  $1  50  each. 

Answer.  The  market  price  was  23  cents. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  four  dozen  Coe’s  monkey  wrenches,  assorted, 
at  $150  per  dozen. 

Answer.  We  furnished  ten-inch  wrenches  at  $10  50,  and  sixteen-inch  at  $15, 
which  were  fair  prices  for  those  sizes  ;  but  under  this  description  of  “  four  dozen 
Coe’s  monkey  wu-enches,  assorted,”  they  might  have  claimed  sixteen-inch 
wrenches,  although  they  would  not  be  wanted,  but  it  is  a  possibility  that  they 
might  claim  them,  and  would  have  a  right  to  claim  them.  Sixteen-inch  wrenches, 
the  largest  size,  would  be  worth  $15. 

Mr.  Doolittle.  This  says  $150. 

The  witness.  I  think  that  is  a  typographical  mistake,  because  it  was  extend¬ 
ed  for  a  dozen.  Perhaps  it  would  be  better  to  say  $20  a  dozen  for  these 
wrenches,  and  it  would  be  an  extravagant  price.  I  have  calculated  what  would 
be  a  fair,  liberal  average  for  which  we  could  have  furnished  these  wrenches, 
from  our  knowledge  of  what  the  department  wanted,  and  it  would  be  an  average 
of  $12  75  per  dozen.  That  is  what  I  have  on  my  book.  We  would  have  fur¬ 
nished  them  for  $12  75  a  dozen,  considering  that  we  should  have  at  that  price 
a  fair  market  profit. 

Bv  Mr.  Hale : 

•/ 

Question.  Now,  in  regard  to  Savage’s  contract  to  which  your  attention  has 
been  called,  are  you  able  to  state  who  were  the  other  bidders  for  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  It  appears  from  the  Secretary’s  report,  page  973,  that  there  were  two 
other  bidders  for  that  class,  F,  for  the  Kittery  ymrd,  and  they  were  H.  J.  Collins 
and  Henry  D.  Stov^er.  J.  L.  Savage  got  the  contract.  Those  were  the  only 
bidders. 

Question.  What  was  the  aggregate  of  their  respective  bids  1  • 

Answer.  Stover’s  bid  was  $5,039  ;  Savage’s,  $4,687  ;  and  Collins’s,  $4,700. 

Question.  Now  turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  of  Joseph  L.  Savage  of 
the  same  date,  for  class  A,  boiler  iron  and  rivets,  for  Kittery,  to  be  found  at 
page  975  of  the  Secretary’s  report,  and  state  the  same  facts  in  regard  to  the 
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charges  there  contained.  The  first  item  is  15,000  pounds  best  charcoal  flange 
iron,  as  required,  at  lOj  cents  a  pound.  What  was  the  market  price  of  that 
article  ? 

Answer.  Seven  and  three-fourths  cents,  as  proved  by  my  own  knowledge  and 
by  the  price  of  Messrs.  Pennock  &  Co.,  at  the  same  date,  for  the  Washington 
yard.  Pennock  &  Co.  are  manufacturers. 

Question.  Now  in  regard  to  the  next  item,  500  pounds  assorted  angle  iron,  at 
eight  cents  a  pound. 

Answer.  Angle  iron  I  am  unacquainted  with,  but  I  should  say  eight  cents 
for  500  pounds,  from  my  knowledge,  was  a  fair  price.  It  was  a  trifling  matter. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  15,000  pounds  boiler  iron,  as  required,  16  cents 
per  pound. 

Answer.  Seven  and  three-fourths  cents  a  pound  was  the  price  of  Messrs. 
Pennock,  manufacturers,  at  the  same  time,  for  the  Washington  yard. 

Question.  Have  you  any  knowledge  of  your  own  about  it  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  seven  and  three-fourth  cents  was  a  fair  price  at  that  time. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  2,000  pounds  boiler  rivets,  one-fourth  inch,  put 
down  here  at  twelve  and  one-half  cents  a  pound. 

Answer.  In  my  judgment,  eight  and  one-half  cents  was  the  market  value, 
and  it  was  the  price  for  which  the  article  was  furnished  by  Messrs.  Pennock  at 
the  same  date. 

Question.  Who  were  the  bidders  for  that  contract,  as  appears  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  report,  page  973  ?  . 

Answer.  Stover,  $6,030 ;  Savage,  $4,227  50;  and  Collins,  $4,980.  They 
were  the  only  bidders. 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  of  J.  L.  Savage,  under  date 
of  April  7,  1863,  for  class  E,  at  the  Washington  navy  yard,  and  tell  us  in  re¬ 
gard  to  those  prices.  The  first  item  is  twelve  thermometers  for  salinometer 
vats,  at  $15  per  dozen.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  price  of  those  arti¬ 
cles  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not,  without  reference  to  other  contracts. 

Question.  What  are  the  facts  in  relation  to  that  contract  of  which  you  have 
minutes  that  show  anything  improper  in  regard  to  it  ? 

Answer.  I  make  the  computation  of  that  contract  to  be  erroneous.  It  will 
be  necessary  to  refer  to  the  scale  at  page  975  of  the  Secretary’s  report  to  see 
that. 

Question.  Wo  were  the  bidders  for  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  Collins  and  Savage. 

Question.  What  is  the  aggregate  of  Savage’s  bid,  as  given  in  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  ? 

Answer.  fe,954. 

Question.  Now  state  whether  or  not  you  have  added  up  and  carried  out  in 
detail  each  of  those  items,  and  found  out  what  the  true  addition  is. 

Answer.  By  my  own  calculations,  and  the  verifications  of  my  clerk,  we 
make  the  correct  computation  of  that  contract,  as  published  at  page  988  of  the 
report,  to  be  $10,752 — a  difference  of  $1,798. 

Question.  Look  over  that  whole  contract  if  you  please,  and  state  if  you  see 
any  article  there  in  the  whole  list  which  is  under  the  market  value  and  if  so, 
state  what  it  is. 

Answer.  I  recognize  no  article,  according  to  my  own  information,  that  is 
under  the  market  rate. 

Question.  Now  state  if  you  see  any  articles  there  that  are  put  at  prices  very 
considerably  over  the  market  rate ;  and  if  you  do,  state  what  they  are. 

Answer.  I  see  fifty  reams  of  emery  cloth  at  forty  dollars  per  ream.  For  the 
size  usually  furnished,  and  the  size  which  we  have  ourselves  sold  to  Scofield 
or  Savage,  $25  a  ream  is  the  market  price.  I  see  1,000  pounds  of  cotton  pack- 
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ing  yarn  at  $1  60  per  pound.  Our  judgment  of  a  fair  market  price  was 
sixty  cents  a  pound,  and  it  was  contracted  for  for  tlie  Brooklyn  yard  in  July  at 
sixty  cents  a  pound.  Then  I  see  2,000  pounds  of  oatmeal  at  16  cents  per  pound. 
My  judgment  of  an  ample  price  is  9  cents,  and  it  was  contracted  for  in  July  at 
the  Washington  yard  at  9  cents,  and  Stover  contracted  August  14,  1863,  to 
deliver  it  at  three  3  cents  a  pound.  I  also  see  500  pounds  of  brass  bell-wire 
at  75  cents  a  pound,  a  fair  price  for  which  would  be  30  or  40  cents,  I  am  un¬ 
certain  which.  It  was  contracted  for  at  Brooklyn  at  the  same  time  at  30  cents. 
I  see  100  pounds  of  copper  bell-wire  at  80  cents.  A  fair  ample  price  would  be 
50  cents  ;  and  it  was  contracted  for  at  Brooklyn  at  the  same  time  at  50  cents. 
I  detect  now  steel  wire  at  $1  50  per  pound.  My  judgment  of  a  fair  price 
would  be  30  cents. 

Question.  State  on  the  same  authority  as  before  who  were  the  bidders  for 
that  contract. 

Answer.  H.  J.  Collins  &  Co.,  at  $9,957,  and  J.  L.  Savage,  at  $8,954 ;  and 
they  appear  to  have  been  the  only  bidders. 

Question.  Have  you  formed  any  calculation,  by  these  prices,  of  how  much 
the  loss  to  the  government  was  on  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  I  have  on  the  articles  which  I  have  named. 

Question.  Have  you  as  to  the  whole  contract  ? 

Answer.  I  am  not  sure  that  there  is  not  more ;  but  upon  the  articles  named 
the  loss  is  $2,265. 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  class  14,  ash  oars  to  be  delivered  at  Wash¬ 
ington,  as  will  be  seen  on  page  894  of  the  Secretary’s  report.  The  contract 
seems  to  have  been  for  5,000  feet  white  ash  oar  rafters  12,  14,  and  16  feet  long,  at 
24  cents  per  foot.  State  what  was  the  market  price  of  those  articles,  and  your 
means  of  knowing. 

Answer.  From  the  best  information  I  have,  the  price  for  which  white  oak 
oars  were  contracted  to  be  delivered  at  Kittery  was  6|  cents  per  foot ;  and  in 
my  j.udgment  it  was  a  fair  price.  To  be  sure,  one  is  white  oak  and  the  other 
is  white  ash,  but  this  is  an  oar  completed  and  made,  and,  as  I  understand  the 
wkite  ash  oar  rafter,  it  is  the  material.  But  even  if  it  was  the  oar  complete,  I 
should  suppose  that  6f  cents  per  foot,  the  price  of  white  oak  oars  at  Kittery, 
was  an  ample  price. 

Question.  What  would  be  the  loss  on  that  bid  to  the  government  ? 

Answer.  Taking  it  at  the  price  at  Kittery,  the  difference  would  be  $950  11; 
but  there  should  be  some  allowance  for  freight  to  Washington. 

Question.  Was  there  any  other  bidder  for  that  contract  ] 

Answer.  There  was  no  other ;  Savage  was  the  only  bidder. 

Question.  Now  turn  your  attention  to  pages  884  and  885  of  the  Secretary’s 
report,  where  is  given  the  contract  with  Joseph  L.  Savage,  of  April  6,  1863,  for 
class  34,  to  be  delivered  at  Brooklyn  ;  what  have  you  to  say  about  that  ?  Is 
there  any  article  in  the  whole  contract  below  the  market  price  ? 

Answer.  I  think  the  “alphabetical  letters  and  figures”  at  $5  per  set  four 
sets,  are  cheaper  than  we  should  have  been  able  to  supply  them,  and  I  think 
cheaper  than  the  market  price  by  $5  a  set.  I  detect  nothing  else  below  the 
market  price. 

Question.  Now  state  if  you  see  anything  there  above  the  market  price  ? 

Answer.  I  find  ten  jack-screws  at  $120  each.  The  article  which  we  have 
been  called  upon  to  supply  for  the  Charlestown  yard,  and  which  was  described 
in  similar  language  and  was  always  satisfactory,  and  was  for  the  same  bureau, 
and  I  presume,  therefore,  was  the  sdme  article,  would  have  paid  us  an  ample 
profit  at  $20  each,  instead  of  $120.  There  are  other  articles  here  at  ample 
prices,  but  I  do  not  detect  any  others  at  very  excessive  prices. 
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By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Are  not  those  articles  purchased  by  reference  to  a  specimen  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir  ;  and  the  sample  in  the  Charlestown  yard  is  what  I  refer  to. 
We  should  he  very  glad  to  furnish  large  quantities  of  these  jack-screws,  accord¬ 
ing  to  that  sample,  at  $20  each. 

By  Mr.  Hale ; 

Question.  Turn  your  attention,  if  you  please,  to  the  contract  with  Joseph  L. 
Savage,  of  the  date  of  April  6,  1863,  as  found  at  page  874  of  the  Secretary’s 
repoiit,  for  class  No.  31,  zinc  and  tin,  to  be  supplied  at  the  Kittery  yard.  Are 
there  any  articles  in  that  contract  at  a  higher  rate  than  the  market  price  ? 

Answer.  I  see  4,000  pounds  of  sheet  zinc  at  eighteen  cents  per  pound,  an 
ample  price.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  at  the  same  date,  bid  for  it  to  be  delivered 
at  Charlestown  at  fifteen  cents  per  pound. 

Question.  The  next  article  is  3,000  pounds  of  Banca  tin  at  seventy  cents  per 
pound.  What  about  that  ? 

Answer.  A  fair  price,  as  bid  for  Charlestown,  would  be  fifty- seven  cents. 

Question.  Then  there  are  20,000  pounds  of  pig  copper  at  $20  per  box. 

Answer.  A  fair  market  price,  reckoning  the  contract  time,  there  being  some 
credit  about  it,  would  be  thirty-nine  cents. 

Question.  Is  there  anything  else  in  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  notice  any  other  prices  that  are  remarkable.  The  roofing 
tin  I  am  unacquainted  with. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  What  is  the  market  price  of  copper  now  ? 

Answer.  It  has  been  very  much  less,  but  I  think  it  is  now  about  forty  or 
forty- two  cents. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Who  were  the  bidders  for  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  Savage,at  $11,860  ;  Sto^r,  at  $12,700,  and  Collins  &Co.,at  $11,940. 

Question.  Now  turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  with  Savage,  of  April  6, 
1863,  for  class  41,  glass,  to  be  delivered  at  the  Brooklyn  yard,  as  found  at  page 
886  of  the  Secretary’s  report.  Take  the  first  article,  150  lights,  9  by  12.inches, 
double  thick  crown  glass,  at  fourteen  cents  per  light. 

Answer.  I  should  say  that  the  prices  of  all  the  glass  from  the  9  by  12  to  the 
24  by  30 — the  whole  list  of  glass  down  to  lenses — were  about  the  fair  market 
rates.  I  am  not  able  to  state  it  with  exactness,  as  the  sizes  vary  very  much,  but 
I  should  say  the  prices  were  about  the  fair  market  rates. 

Question.  How  is  it  with  the  24  magazine  lenses,  12  inches  diameter,  one  and 
a  half  inch  thick,  polished,  $20  each  ? 

Answer.  I  think  that  is  a  very  excessive  price.  I  am  unable  to  state  pre¬ 
cisely  the  value  of  those  articles,  because  they  go  by  weight,  at  so  much  per 
pound.  We  contracted  for  them  subsequently  at  very  much  less,  and  they  were 
offered  by  Scofield,  for  Philadelphia,  at  the  same  time,  for  five  dollars  each. 

Question.  Have  you  anything  to  say  to  the  other  articles  in  this  contract  ^ 

Answer.  I  notice  fifty  dozen  hexagon  deck  lights,  three-inch,  at  $17  50  per 
dozen.  I  think  it  is  an  excessive  price ;  we  supply  them  at  less ;  I  think  at 
$12  per  dozen.  They  were  offered  by  Scofield  at  the  same  time  at  $12  per 
dozen.  Savage  was  the  only  bidder  for  this  class. 

Question.  Now  turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  with  Savage,  of  April  6, 
1863,  for  class  No.  41,  glass,  to  be  delivered  at  Washington,  as  found  on  page 
897  of  the  Secretary’s  report,  and  state  anything  that  you  find  there. 

Answer.  I  find  every  article  at  very  exorbitant  prices. 

Question.  Please  go  into  the  details. 

Answer.  There  are  fifty  lights  each  of  blue  glass,  red  glass,  and  green  glass. 
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10  by  14  inches,  at  $1  50  each,  which  were  worth  about  seventy-five  cents- 
then  there  are  a  hundred  lights  of  window  glass,  10  by  12  inches,  at  fifty  cents 
each.  It  will  be  noticed  that  this  does  not  require  double  glass,  but  simply 
window  glass ;  while  in  the  contract  last  considered,  for  New  York,  double  crovrn 
glass  of  the  same  size  was  offered  at  sixteen  cents  per  light. 

Question.  What  do  you  call  a  fair  price  for  those  lights,  which  are  here  put 
at  fifty  cents  each  ?  ’  ^ 

Answer.  The  price  offered  in  New  York  1  should  say  was  a  fair  price,  sixteen 
for  double  ciown  glass,  but  that  would  be  too  much  in  this  case  because 
the  glass  is  single  thick.  The  price  should  be  much  less  ;  I  should  think  one- 
half  less. 

Question.  That  would  be  eight  cents  ? 

Answer.  I  think  so  ;  but  I  have  to  be  cautious  in  quoting  the  prices  of  such 
a  ^eat  variety  of  articles  of  merchandise.  The  next  item  is  seventy-five  lio-hts 
window  glass,  12  by  IS  inche?,..at  sixty  cents  each.  Double  crown  glass,  14  by 
18  inches,  which  of  course  includes  this  size,  was  offered  by  the  same  party  for 
New  York,  at  twenty-five  cents.  Then  there  are  fifty  lights  window  glass,-  14 
by  14  inches,  at  eighty  cents;  the  same  party  in  New  York  offered  a  larger 
size,  14  by  18  inches,  and  double  thick  crown  glass,  at  twenty-five  cents.  Then 
there  are  se'v  enty-five  lights  window  glass,  1 3  by  16  inches,  at  ninety  cents  each  * 
the  same  party  ofieiedfor  New  Aork,  at  the  same  time,  double  thick  crown  glass, 
14  by  18  inches,  at  twenty-five  cents.  Then  there  are  one  hundred  lights,  12 
by  14  inches,  at  one  dollar  each ;  the  same  party  offered  the  same  size  glass  of 
double  crown,  at  twenty  cents  per  light,  in  New  York.  Then  there  are  six 

glaziers  diamonds  at  $15  each  ;  the  same  party  offered  to  deliver  them  at  Ports¬ 
mouth  for  $6. 

Question.  State  if  there  was  any  other  bidder. 

Answer.  The  only  bidder,  according  to  the  report,  was  Joseph  L.  Sava^-e.  I 
make  the  contract  to  be  incorrectly  computed  ;  the  bid,  as  stated  on  page  871  of 
the  Secretary’s  report,  is  $592  ;  the  correct  computation  is  $652  50.  The  con¬ 
tract  ast  previously  considered  for  glass,  in*  New  York,  I  make  out  to  be  erro¬ 
neously  computed,  on  page  869  of  the  report.  It  is  there  given  at  $1,278  65  • 
I  make  it  $1,478  65.  o  »  , 


Question  Turn  your  attention  to  page  876  of  the  Secretary’s  report,  the  con¬ 
tract  ot  J.  L.  Savage  for  class  No.  41,  glass,  to  be  delivered  at  Kittery.  -What 
have  you  to  say  about  that  ? 

Answer.  I  notice  one  hundred  port-lights,  seven  inches  diameter,  one  and 

^  ^2  each,  in  contrast  with  twelve  one  and 

a  a  me  ,  oi  New  Voik,  at  $20  each.  It  would  only  cost  proportionably  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  weight ;  the  thickness  is  the  same. 

Question.  Who  were  bidders  for  that? 

Answer.  John  H.  Bailey  bid  for  this  contract. 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  with  0.  W.  Scofield,  of  New 
lork,  of  March  31,  1863,  for  class  33,  hardware,  to  be  delivered  at  Philadelphia, 
he  contract  is  at  page  889  of  the  Secretary’s  report ;  do -you  see  anything  in 

that  contract  under  the  market  price?  ^  & 

Answer.  I  recognize  nothing  under  the  market  price. 

Question.  Do  you  see  anything  very  much  above  the  market  price  ? 

Answer.  1  recognize  350  gross  brass  screws,  one-half  to*  four  inches.  Nos.  3 
to  24,  per  sample,  at  $6  per  gross.  They  might  have  demanded  under  this 
escrip  ion  screws  vorth  $6  per  gross;  but  from  our  experience  in  furnishing 
Drass  screws  of  the  sizes  demanded  for  use  in  construction  by  the  navy,  they 
’^orth  so  much.  At  the  same  date  we  offered  to  furnish  them  for 
e  ar  eatown  y  ard  at  $2  50  a  gross,  and  they  were  offered  for  Portsmouth  at 
e  same  time  for  $3  per  gross,  and  both  contracts  were  made.  I  notice  com¬ 
position  spikes,  1,000  pounds,  and  5,000  pounds,  and  6,000  pounds,  and  five 
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thousand  pounds,  at  40  cents  per  pound,  worth  36  cents  per  pound;  and  I  notice 
5,000  pounds  at  $5  per  j)ound,  hut  I  presume  that  is  a  typographical  mistake 
for  50  cents  per  pound.  Upon  that  presumption,  that  it  was  50  cents  per  pound, 
I  find  this  class  erroneously  computed  by  an  error  of  $2,000,  the  correct  com¬ 
putation  being  $12,444  55  instead  of  $10,444  55,  as  stated  in  the  scale  on  page 
870  of  the  Secretary’s  report. 

Question.  Supposing  that  item  to  which  you  hav^  referred  to  have  been  $5, 
what  would  have  been  the  excess  ? 

Answer.  If  that  item  was  $5,  it  would  make  a  difference  of  $22,500  against 
the  government.  I  notice  other  articles  at  excessive  rates,  such  as  15  papers 
of  copper  tacks  at  75  cents  per  paper,  worth  from  58  to  63  cents,  and  smaller 
articles  not  of  much  consequence. 

Question.  Who  were  the  bidders  for  that  contract? 

Answer.  0.  W.  Scofield,  at  $10,444  55,  according  to  the  scale ;  Grove  & 
Armhruster,  $11,738  64;  H.  J.  Collins  &  Company,  $14,038  54;  and  C.  M. 
Ghriske}^  $10,480  54. 

Question.  Now  turn  your  attention  to  page  978  of  the  Secretary’s  report,  where 
is  given  the  contract  with  C.  W.  Scofield  of  March  31,  1863,  for  class  A,  boiler 
iron,  tubes,  &c.,  to  be  delivered  at  Brooklyn.  What  was  the  market  price  in 
that  case  ? 

Answer.  The  market  value  of  that  iron — flange  iron  of  the  best  quality — was  . 
7J  cents  per  pound,  as  offered  by  Messrs.  Pennock  &  Co.,  manufacturers,  at  the 
same  time  for  Washington.  The  contract  price  here  was  Ilf  cents.  Here  is 
an  item  of  2,000  feet  of  lap-welded  iron  boiler  tubes  from  If  to  4  inches  diam¬ 
eter,  at  $3  80  per  foot.  An  ample  price  at  that  time  would  have  been  for  If- 
inch  40  cents,  for  2j-inch  50  cents,  for  3-inch  60  cents,  for  3 J-inch  80  cents,  for 
4-inch  $1  10.  The  same  article  was  contracted  for  by  the  same  party  in  July 
for  50  cents  per  foot,  to  be  delivered  in  Philadelphia. 

Question.  In  consequence  of  the  price  having  been  $3  80  instead  of  50  cents, 
what  was  the  loss  to  the  government'? 

Answer.  The  loss  to  the  government  on  these  two  items  of  boiler  plate  and 
boiler  tubes  would  he  $11,208  40. 

Question.  Who  else  were  bidders  for  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  C.  W.  Scofield  was  the  only  bidder  according  to  the  report,  page  974. 

.  Question.  State  any  facts  that  you  know  about  erroneous  computations  in  the 
case  of  C.  W.  Scofield’s  contracts,  referring  to  the  pages  of  the  report  where  they 
appear  ? 

Answer.  The  first  thing  will  not  appear  altogether  by  the  report.  ^ 

Question.  Then  turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  with  Smith  Brothers  & 
Co.  for  class  R,  ship  chandlery,  to  be  delivered  at  Charlestown,  contract  made 
April  27,  1863,  as  found  at  page  977  of  the  Secretary’s  report.  That  contract 
appears  to  have  been  made  with  your  firm.  Will  you  state  to  whom  it  was  first 
assigned,  and  the  reason  of  its  transfer  to  you? 

Answer.  The  contract  was  first  awarded  to  0.  W.  Scofield,  of  New  York  at 
the  following  prices  compared  with  ours : 


1, 000  pounds  nuts . 

200  pounds  packing  .  . 
200  pounds  emery  . . . . 
20  reams  emery  cloth 

20  hydrometers . 

300  pounds  mercury.. 

25  thermometers . 

25  thermometers . 

3,000  pounds  waste . 

50  flue  brushes . 

50  flue  brushes . 


Prices  of  contract  with 
Mr.  Scofield. 

Corresponding  price  of 
Smith  Bros.  &  Co. 

$0  15 

$150  00 

$0  10 

$100  00 

70 

140  00 

60 

120  00 

20 

40  00 

8 

16  00 

40  00 

800  00 

20  50 

410  00 

1  50 

30  00 

1  50 

30  00 

1  25 

375  00 

75 

225  00 

1  50 

37  50 

1  50 

37  50 

1  50 

37  50 

1  75 

43  75 

35 

1,  050  00 

40 

1, 200  00 

2  00 

100  00 

1  50 

75  00 

3  00 

150  00 

1  00 

50  00 
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Having  by  accident  observed  a  copy  of  the  contract  with  Scofield,  and  notic¬ 
ing  that  the  prices  for  several  articles  were  very  much  in  excess  of  the  prices 
for  which  Smith,  Brothers  &  Co.  offered  the  same  merchandise,  I  was  induced 
to  compute  the  contract,  and  I  found  an  error  in  the  addition  of  $1,000,  the  class 
being  added  up  $1,910  instead  of  $2,910,  the  correct  computation.  I  wrote  to 
the  chief  of  the  bureau,  claiming  that  the  contract  of  Mr.  Scofield  should  be 
cancelled  and  a  new  one  awarded  to  us.  My  letter  was  as  follows  : 


Boston,  April  16,  1S63. 

Sir  :  We  have  seen  a  copy  of  a  contract  for  class  “R,”  in  the  schedule  as 
recently  advertised,  which  has  been  executed  between  the  bureau  and  Mr,  Sco¬ 
field,  of  New  York,  in  which  the  prices  set  against  the  articles  are  respectively 
as  in  the  statement  annexed. 

As  the  prices  of  our  bid  (at  which  we  are  prepared  to  execute  the  contract) 
aggregate  six  hundred  dollars  ($600)  less  than  the  correct  total  of  Mr.  Scofield’s 
bid,  we  claim  that  the  contract  with  him  should  be  annulled,  and  a  new  contract 
executed  with  Our  house. 

Allow  us  to  suggest  whether  similar  discrepancies  in  addition  of  other  bids 
may  not  have  affected,  in  like  manner,  other  contracts. 

We  are  your  most  obedient  servants, 

SMITH  BROTHERS  &  CO. 

B.  F.  IsHERWooD,  Esq., 

Chief  of  the  bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  Washington,  D.  C. 


There  were  two  replies  from  the  bureau,  which  were  as  follows  : 

Navy  Department, 

^Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  April  18,  1864. 

Gentlemen  :  Your  letter  of  the  16th  instant  is  received,  and  its  subject- 
matter  will  be  referred  at  once  to  the  department.  You  are  not,  however,  the 
next  lowest  bidders. 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

B.  F.  ISHERWOOD, 

Chief  of  Bureau. 

Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  Boston. 


Navy  Department, 

Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  April  21,  1863. 

Gentlemen  :  The  proposal  of  the  lowest  bidder  for  class  R,  at  the  Charles¬ 
town  navy  yard,  having  been  rejected  as  a  “nominal  bid,”  your  proposal  has 
been  accepted,  and  contract  is  this  day  forwarded  to  the  navy  agent  at  Boston, 
which  you  will  please  execute  at  your  earliest  convenience. 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  seiwant, 

B.  E.  ISHERWOOD, 

Chief  of  Bureau. 

Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  Boston. 

The  contract  was  accordingly  awarded  to  us. 

Question.  Now  give  any  other  instances  of  erroneous  computation  in  Sco¬ 
field’s  contracts. 

Answer.  There  is  an  erroneous  computation  in  class  F,  miscellaneous  tools 
for  engineers,  to  be  furnished  at  Brooklyn,  the  contract  being  dated  March  31, 
1863.  The  contract  is  on  page  979  of  the  Secretary’s  report.  It  is  computed 
at  $1,920  25.  It  was  a  contract  under  the  Bureau  of  Engineering.  Scofield 
was  the  only  bidder.  The  true  computation  of  the  contract  as  printed  is 
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$1,623  25 ;  but  making  two  chests  of  tools  $150  each,  instead  of  $1  50  each, 
the  contract  will  add  $1,920  25.  We  furnished  these  tool  chests  for  the 
Charlestown  yard — all  that  Avere  Avanted  for  engineers’  use — at  $24  each. 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks  Avith  0.  W.  Scofield,  of  July  21,  1863,  for  class  23,  belting,  packing, 
and  hose,  for  the  Brooklyn  yard,  and  see  if  there  is  not  an  erroneous  computa¬ 
tion  there. 

AnsAver.  It  is  given  at  $6,071  80  ;  correctly  computed  it  is  $7,071  80.  The 
government  loses  $839  43  by  his  bid  being  taken,  instead  of  the  bid  of  the  next 
highest  bidder. 

Question.  State  from  the  report  Avho  Avere  the  other  bidders,  and  Avhat  Avere 
their  prices. 

Answer.  The  other  bidders  were  John  B.  Elvans,  at  $6,402  56;  William 
A.  Wheeler,  $8,015  65  ;  James  B.  Pugh,  $9,966  55 ;  Freeman  Orne,  $6,619  50  ; 
H.  D.  Stover,  $6,232  37. 

Question.  Please  inform  the  committee  all  that  you  knoAv  about  H.  D.  Sto¬ 
ver’s  contracts  for  oil  under  the  advertisement  of  February  13,  1863,  at  the  sev¬ 
eral  naval  stations  of  the  United  States,  according  to  the  report  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Navy. 

Answer.  I  find  that  for  lard  oil,  class  C,  Brooklyn  navy  yard,  H.  D.  Stover 
had  the  contract  at  $1  40  per  gallon.  0.  W.  Scofield  Avas  the  next  bidder  at 
$1  43 — 3  cents  difference  per  gallon  in  the  bids.  The  market  price  of  the  oil 
was  $1  10,  H.  D.  Stover  had  the  contract  for  lard  oil  to  be  delivered  at  Wash¬ 
ington  at  $1  10.  There  I  find  that  King  &  Burchell  bid  $1  12  per  gallon. 
H.  J.  Collins  &  Co.’s  bid  was  $2,800;  William  A.  Wheeler’s,  $2,660;  King 
&  Burchell’s,  $2,240 ;  and  H.  D.  Stover’s,  $2,200.  The  difference  betAveen 
Stover  and  King  &  Burchell  is  2  cents  a  gallon ;  and  in  the  other  case  the 
difference  between  Scofield  and  Stover  is  3  cents  a  gallon,  and  yet  Stover  gets 
$1  10  in  the  one  case,  and  $1  40  in  the  other. 

Next  as  to  sperm  oil. 

There  was  no  contract  for  sperm  .oil  at  Kittery.  I  find  the  contract  for  the 
Charlestown  yard,  as  executed,  at  page  977  of  the  report.  Stover  took  the  con¬ 
tract  for  3,000  gallons,  at  $1  65  per  gallon.  On  page  980  you  will  find  the 
Brooklyn  contract  2,500  gallons,  at  $1  68.  On  page  984  you  find  the  Phila¬ 
delphia  contract  1,000  gallons,  at  $2  35.  On  page  987  you  will  find  his  con¬ 
tract  for  Washington  4,000  gallons,  at  $2  44. 

Question.  At  Charlestown  how  many  bidders  Avere  there  ? 

Answer.  Eight  bidders  :  George  Adams,  at  $6,750 ;  H.  J.  Collins,  $7,800  ; 
Oakman  &  Eldridge,  $6,000  ;  Mullett  &  Bradbury,  $5,700 ;  Tibeon  South¬ 
ard,  $5,880;  C.  W.  Scofield,  $7,200;  Burnett  Forbes,  $5,100;  and  Henry 
I).  Stover,  $4,950.  The  next  highest  bid  in  this  case  Avas  $1  70.  Stover  takes 
it  at  $1  65 — 5  cents  difference. 

At  New  York  the  contract  price  was  $1  68.  The  next  highest  bid  was 
$1  70.  The  bidders  were  C.  W.  Scofield,  $6,000;  H.  J.  Collins,  $6,500;  Bur¬ 
nett  Forbes,  $4,250 ;  and  Henry  D.  Stover,  $4,200.  The  difference  in  price 
between  Stover  and  the  next  highest  bidder  Avas  2  cents  a  gallon. 

In  Philadelphia  there  Avere  four  bidders  :  H.  D.  StoA^er,  at  $2,350 ;  C.  W. 
Scofield,  $2,400  ;  C.  M.  Ghriskey,  $3,000 ;  and  H.  J.  Collins,.  $2,660.  The 
difference  there  is  5  cents  a  gallon  betAveen  Stover  and  the  next  highest  bid¬ 
der,  Scofield. 

At  Washingto.n  there  were  four  bidders  :  H.  J.  Collins,  at  $11,000 ;  J.  L. 
Savage,  $12,400  ;  William  A.  Wheeler,  $9,840;  and  Henry  D.  Stover,  $9,760. 
The  difference  between  Stover  and  the  next  highest  bidder  there  Avas  2  cents 
a  gallon. 

Question.  Noav  go  on  and  give  the  June  contracts  for  oil. 

Answer.  Under  tiie  advertisement  of  May  23,  1863,  I  find  that  H.  D.  Sto- 
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ver  took  all  the  contracts  for  s'perm  oil  in  the  various  yards  at  Kittery,  $1  50 ; 
Charlestown,  $1  10;  New  York,  $1  10  ;  Philadelphia,  $1  50 ;  and  Washington 
$1  75,  against  44  bidders. 

Question.  Please  state  now  the  reason  why  these  contracts  were  hid  so  much 
lower  at  the  June  bidding  than  at  the  February  bidding. 

Answer.  On  or  about  the  24th  of  June,  1863,  the  honorable  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  having  taken  special  measures  concerning  the  opening  of  bids,  several 
mercantile  houses  of  Boston  were  by  mutual  arrangement  represented  on  the 
occasion,  and  the  opening  was,  according  to  request,  prosecuted  through  a  con¬ 
tinuous  sitting.  Some  bids  were  inspected,  and  copies  taken.  The  bids  for  oil 
were,  as  above  stated,  at  prices  very  much  below  the  market  price — from  fifteen 
to  fifty  per  cent,  below  the  market  price. 

Question.  Please  turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  of  March  30,  1863,  with 
II.  D.  Stover,  for  class  twenty-five,  iron,  round,  flat,  and  square,  to  be  delivered  at 
the  Brooklyn  navy  yard.  The  contract  is  at  page  882  of  the  Secretary’s  report. 
There  are  2,000  pounds  round  iron,  from  three-sixteenths  to  two  and  one-half 
inches,  at  six  cents  a  pound.  What  was  the  market  price  of  that  ? 

Answer.  The  market  price  was  four  and  one-half  cents  a  pound,  and  we  con¬ 
tracted  for  it  for  the  Charlestown  yard  at  the  same  time  for  four  and  one-half 
cents.  The  next  item,  square  iron,  from  a  quarter  to  two  inches,  at  seven  cents 
a  pound,  we  contracted  for  at  four  and  one-half  cents,  which  was  the  market 
price.  The  loss  on  these  two  items  is  $3,250. 

Question.  Who  were  the  bidders  ? 

Answer.  Joseph  L.  Savage,  at  $17,580;  Henry  D.  Stover,  at  $16,060;  H.  J. 
Collins  &  Co.,  $16,450;  and  David  W.  Weiss,  $16,610. 

Question.  Do  yoru  know  anything  about  Weiss  ? 

Answer.  I  can  find  no  such  name  in  the  New  York  or  Philadelphia  Directory, 
and  I  can  find  no  such  man. 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  for  class  No.  26,  steel,  to  be 
delivered  at  the  Brooklyn  yard,  to  be  found  at  page  883  of  the  Secretary’s  re¬ 
port.  That  is  a  contract  with  Henry  D.  Stover,  dated  March  30,  1863.  What 
have  you  to  say  as  to  those  prices  ? 

Answer.  I  find  the  prices  low.  There  are  four  thousand  pounds  extra  cast 
steel  from  one-fourth  to  two  and  one-half  inches  square,  at  twenty  cents  a  pound. 
That  is  a  very  low  market  price.  Then  there  are  six  hundred  pounds  extra 
cast  steel,  from  two  and  five-eighths  to  four  inches  square,  at  ten  cents  a  pound — 
one-half  the  market  price.  It  is  a  fictitious  price.  Then  there  are  four  thousand 
pounds  octagon  steel,  extra,  from  one-half  to  two  and  one-half  inches  square, 
twenty  cents  per  pound — a  low  market  price.  Then  there  are  four  hundred 
pounds  round  steel,  three-fourths  to  four  inches,  twenty  cents  per  pound — an 
ample  price.  Then  there  are  three  thousand  pounds  extra  flat  steel,  from  one- 
half  to  two  inches  thick,  from  one  to  four  inches  wide,  at  eighteen  cents  per 
pound — a  very  low  price.  According  to  the  report,  the  bidders  for  this  contract 
were  Joseph  L.  Savage,  at  $3,310;  Henry  D.  Stover,  $2,280;  H.  J.  Collins  & 
Co.,  $3,328;  and  Samuel  Mulliken  &  Co.,  who  are  manufacturers  of  steel, 
j  $2,520.  Messrs.  Samuel  Mulliken  &  Co.  are  manufacturers  of  steel  of  wdiom 
we  have  purchased  largely,  and  I  know  of  nobody  in  the  country  that  sells  it 
I  at  a  less  rate,  or  can  afford  to  sell  it  at  less. 

^  Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  contract  with  H.  D.  Stover  of  March 
30,  1863,  for  class  No.  25,  iron,  round,  flat,  square,  &c.,  for  Philadelphia,  to  be 
found  at  page  888  of  the  Secretary’s  report.  What  about  those  prices  ? 
j  Answer.  All  the  articles  are  at  liberal  prices,  with  the  exception  of  ten  thou- 
I  sand  pounds  round  iron,  three  and  one-fourth  to  four  and  three-fourths  inches, 

1  at  two  cents  a  pound,  which  is  less  than  half  its  worth — a  fictitious  price. 

Question.  Who  were  the  bidders  for  that  ? 
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Answer.  The  bidders  for  that  contract  were ’William  F.  Potts,  at  $5,966; 
Burnett  Forbes,  $6,535;  0.  W.  Schofield,  $6,220;  Henry  D.  Stover,  $5,523; 
and  H.  J.  Collins  &  Co.,  $6,831.  William  F.  Potts  is  an  iron  merchant  in 
Philadelphia. 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  contract,  to  be  found  at  page  883  of  the 
Secretary’s  report,  with  H.  D.  Stover,  for  class  No.  28,  iron  nails,  wrought  and 
cut,  to  be  delivered  at  Brooklyn,  dated  March  30,  1863.  What  do  you  say  about 
those  prices  ? 

Answer.  I  see  that  on  fourteen  thousand  pounds  of  nails  he  receives  $400 
more  than  was  paid  to  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  on  like  quantities  of  the  same 
description  for  the  Charlestown  yard  at  the  same  time.  I  see  ten  thousand  iron 
cut  nails,  from  four-penny  to  forty -penny,  seven  cents  per  pound.  We  sold 
them  at  five  and  one-fourth  cents,  and  that  was  the  market  price.  I  see  here 
one  thousand  pounds  iron  cut  finishing  nails,  from  three-fourths  to  one  and  one- 
half  inch,  at  fifteen  cents  a  pound.  We  sold  them  for  seven  and  one-half  cents, 
which  was  the  market  price.  He  got  a  hundred  per  cent,  advance  on  the  market 
price.  I  see  three  thousand  pounds  iron  brad-headed  nails,  four-penny  to  ten- 
penny,  at  ten  cents  per  pound.  We  sold  them  at  five  cents  a  pound. 

Question.  Who  were  the  bidders  for  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  Savage,  at  $1,421;  Stover,  $1,370;  and  Collins  &  Co.,  $1,784. 

Question.  Now  turn  your  attention  to  the  contract,  to  be  found  on  page  984  of 
the  Secretary’s  report,  with  H.  H.  Stover,  of  date  March  30,  1863,  for  class  A, 
boiler  iron,  to  be  delivered  at  the  Philadelphia  navy  yard. 

Answer.  That  contract  was  for  two  thousand  pounds  boiler  iron,  best  charcoal, 
from  one-eighth  to  one-half  thick,  at  fourteen  cents  a  pound.  It  was  worth 
seven  and  three-fourths  cents,  as  previously  shown  in  other  statements.  It  was 
offered  for  other  yards  for  that,  and  that  was  a  fair  market  price.  The  bidders 
were  Stover,  at  $280;  C.  W.  Scofield,  $394;  C.  M.  Ghriskey,  $300;  and  H.  J. 
Collins,  $300. 

Question,  What  bids  do  you  find  rejected,  and  on  what  grounds? 

Answer.  I  find  some  bids  rejected  for  fictitious  prices,  because  the  pi-ices 
were  too  low- — unreasonably  low.  I  find  but  one  instance  of  a  bid  being  re¬ 
jected  on  account  of  the  prices  being  too  high. 

Question.  What  case  was  that  ? 

Answer.  It  was  in  the  case  of  J.  L.  Savage’s  bid  for  class  No.  33,  hardware, 
to  be  delivered  at  the  Brooklyn  yard,  as  will  be  found  by  reference  to  page  869 
of  the  Secretary’s  report. 

Question.  Do  you  find  any  rejections  of  the  bids  of  Messrs.  Stover,  Savage, 
and  Scofield  ? 

Answer.  With  the  exception  of  the  bid  just  named  of  J.  L.  Savage,  rejected 
for  the  prices  being  too  high,  I  have  not  found  that  any  of  the  bids  of  J.  D. 
Savage,  H.  D.  Stover,  or  0.  W.  Scofield  were  rejected,  although  I  find  in  some 
instances  in  their  bids  prices  as  high  as  twelve  times  the  market  value,  and  in 
some  instances  prices  at  less  than  one-half  the  market  value,  and  in  one  in¬ 
stance  about  one-twelfth  the  market  price.  I  will  state  these  cases.  I  find 
that  J.  L.  Savage  had  round  iron  for  six  cents  per  pound,  as  will  be  seen  at 
page  873  of  the  Secretary’s  report.  I  find  that  H.  D.  Stovef  had  iron  for  two- 
cents  a  pound,  as  will  be  seen  on  page  888.  I  find  that  J.  L.  Savage  had 
lenses,  7  by  1 J  inch,  at  $2  each,  and  again  at  another  yard,  12  by  IJ  inch, 
at  $20  each.  I  find  that  J.  L.  Savage  had  Banca  tin  at  70  cents,  as 
will  be  seen  at  page  874,  and  H.  D.  Stover  at  58  cents,  as  will  be  seen  at  page 
883.  I  find  that  0.  W.  Scofield  had  boiler  iron  at  11  J  cents,  as  will 
be  seen  at  page  978,  and  J.  L.  Savage  had  it  at  16  cents,  as  will  be  seen 
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on  page  975,  while  Messrs.  Pennock  &  Co.,  manufacturers,  had  boiler  iron  at 
7^  cents  per  pound,  as  Avill  he  seen  by  reference  to  page  894. 

As  an  instance  of  a  contract  awarded  to  H.  D.  Stover  at  a  price  most  fictitious, 
at  a  rate  too  low,  I  find  on  page  1010  a  contract  with  him  for  50  dozen  shovels, 
scoop,  steel,  at  one  dollar  per  dozen,  worth  $12  per  dozen. 

Question.  So  far  as  you  have  examined  this  report,  and  compared  the  prices 
in  the  contracts  you  have  mentioned,  what  is  the  loss  to  the  government  ? 

Answer.  I  find  the  loss  to  the  government  on  these  contracts  analyzed,  and 
computations  considered,  to  be  not  less  than  $20,000  on  a  gross  amount  of 
about  $90,000,  the  prices  being  in  excess  of  fair  market  values  or  of  prices 
for  the  same  merchandise  in  other  cofitracts. 

Question.  What  attracted  your  suspicion  and  attention  tj  these  contracts, 
and  induced  you  to  make  the  analysis  which  you  say  you  have  made  1 

Answer.  In  the  first  place,  a  report  made  to  me  during  March  or  April,  1863, 
of  very  excessive  prices  obtained  on  certain  contracts  in  the  Portsmouth  yard — 

70  cents  per  pound  for  Banca  tin,  and  IS  cents  for  zinc  above  mentioned — added  % 

to  subsequent  information  that  Mr.  Bailey,  of  Portsmouth,  who  has  held  many 
contracts  for  the  Kittery  yard,  did  not  bid  on  that  occasion,  and  not  being  aware 
of  any  bidder  from  Boston  or  Portsmouth  for  that  class  of  zinc  and  tin.  That 
was  the  first  thing  that  drew  my  attention  to  this  matter. 

My  conviction  as  to  the  manner  these  contracts  were  obtained  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  consequence  of  an  interview  in  the  counting-room  of  Smith  Brothers 
&  Co.,  in  Boston,  held  on  the  1st  of  June,  1863.  At  about  2  p.  m.  of  that 
day  Mr.  Pratt,  of  the  firm  of  Bowers,  Pratt  &  Co.,  of  Boston,  entered  our 
counting-room,  where  were  present,  during  a  portion  of  the  time  he  was  there, 
my  father,  Mr.  Benjamin  Smith,  and  during  the  whole  time,  my  brother,  Mr. 

Benjamin  G.  Smith,  and  myself.  He  remarked  that  he  had  come  to  consult  me 
on  rather  a  delicate  matter.  I  requested  him  to  proceed.  He  stated  that  he 
was  about  to  obtain  some  government  contracts- — navy  contracts — or  words  to  that 
effect.  I  replied  that  I  saw  nothing  delicate  in  that  matter;  it  was  a  matter  of 
free  competition  to  all.  He  remarked  that  he  had  friends  at  Washington — “  You 
know  how  those  things  are  done ;  a  commission  fixes  them.”  I  replied  that  I 
or  we  had  never  paid  a  mill.  He  said  “it  had  been  done;  the  wheels  were 
greased  in  the  case  of  the  large  prices  on  late  contracts.”  I  argued  with  him 
that  I  did  not  comprehend  how  it  was  any  object  for  persons  to  bid  with  such 
expectations  of  large  prices;  that  we  should  offer  the  goods  at  a  mere  commis¬ 
sion,  and  there  were  parties  in  New  York,  Mr.  Stover  and  others,  who  would 
compete.  He  said  he  stood  better  there  probably  than  Stover  did.  If  the 
management  of  things  could  be  left  to  him  in  Washington  for  the  joint  concern, 
or  for  the  interest  of  all  concerned,  some  good  prices  could  be  obtained — ought  to 
be  25  to  30  per  cent. 

I  inquired  what  his  expectation  was  as  to  outsiders’  competition;  that  the 
contracts  being  now  limited  in  quantity,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  free 
competition  of  all  parties.  He  said  as  to  the  outsiders’  competition,  there 
need  be  no  fear  of  that ;  that  could  be  managed  or  taken  care  of,  or  words  to 
that  effect.  He  said  he  knew  the  man  from  Plymouth  county,  I  did  not 
know  to  whom  he  referred,  and  inquired.  He  said  Mr.  Murdock.  He  after¬ 
wards  said  that  he  also  knew  Mr.  Farwell.  He  referred  to  his  intimate  rela¬ 
tions  with  them,  and  his  acting  for  them  in  the  matter  of  their  finances,  as 
having  aided  and  been  a  party  to  the  purchase  of  valuable  estates,  as  I  un¬ 
derstood,  by  both  of  them,  in  Bridgewater,  Massachusetts ;  that  he  knew  them 
well;  that  Mrs.  Farwell  and  Mrs.  Murdock  were  soon  to  see  him  as  to  obtaining 
furniture,  or  advising  with  him  as  to  furniture  for  their  houses.  He  sai®  that 
he  wished  to  get  my  acquiescence  in  the  arrangement  with  him,  as  he  should  go 
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to  New  York  to-morrow  to  see  a  party.  I  asked  him  how  he  could  expect  that 
Stover,  Savage,  and  Scofield  could  be  brought  into  such  an  arrangement. 
He  replied  “  that  would  be  fixed;  they  would  have  to  do  as  others  said,”  or 
words  to  that  effect.  I  had  not  up  to  that  time  heard  of  Mr.  Murdock,  and 
have  never  known  him;  do  not  know  him  by  sight  at  present.  I  had  had  some 
acquaintance  with  Mr.  Farwell,  he  having  rendered  me  various  courtesies  on 
my  visits  to  the  bureau  in  Washington. 

I  declined  giving  my  assent  to  any  such  arrangement;  told  him  I  would 
think  of  it.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Matthias  Ellis — I  think  his  brother-in-law — was 
to  be  concerned  with  him  in  the  matter;  that  they  wanted  the  iron  and  metals 
as  in  their  special  line,  and  that  we  could  have  the  hardware.  I  told  him  that 
he  could  go  to  New  York,  and  report  to  me  on  his  return  what  arrangements 
he  made. 

I  immediately  communicated  the  information  above  stated  to  the  navy  agent 
at  Boston — that  same  afternoon.  I  am  uncertain  whether  it  was  before  my  call 
upon  the  navy  agent  that  afternoon,  or  after  that,  upon  the  urgent  request  of 
Mr.  Pratt,  I  called  upon  Mr.  Ellis,  in  his  counting-room  in  Federal  street.  I 
met  Mr.  Pratt  there  again ;  they  both  urged  me  strongly  to  acquiesce  in  the 
arrangement.  Ellis  remarked  with  reference  to  the  facility  for  obtaining  good 
prices,  as  above  suggested,  that  if  the  matter  was  left  to  Mr.  Pratt  it  could  be 
arranged;  prices  could  be  carried  up.  Upon  my  information  being  given  to 
Mr.  Norton,  the  navy  agent  at  Boston,  he  remarked  with  energy  and  decision, 
“T’his  must  be  stopped,  no  matter  at  what  cost,”  or  to  that  effect,  and  arranged 
with  me  at  the  earliest  opportunity  to  see  the  Hon.  Mr.  Gooch,  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  district  in  which  the  yard  is  situated,  for  consultation  on  the  subject. 
I  think  it  was  the  next  day — I  am  confident  it  was  the  next  day,  at  about  10  or 
12  in  the  morning,  Mr.  Norton  and  myself  called  upon  Mr.  Gooch  and  gave 
him  the  above  information.  I  urged  upon  Mr.  Gooch  that  efficient  measures 
should  be  taken  to  protect  the  government  against  such  a  movement ;  that  I 
was  extremely  desirous  to  have  this  protection,  not  only  for  the  sake  of  the 
government,  but  for  our  own  credit  as  government  supplyers ;  that  if  such  things 
were  to  be  perpetrated,  the  inevitable  consequence  would  be  that  parties  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  government  in  business  would  be  scandalized,  and  their  reputa¬ 
tions  damaged  as  connected  with  government  transactions,  although  having  no 
part  especially  in  such  wrong;  that  it  would  throw  universal  discredit  on  all 
government  purchases. 

Mr.  Gooch  assented  fully  to  my  solicitation,  and  expressed  himself  ready  to 
do  anything  that  was  necessary  in  the  matter.  He  inquired  of  me  what  could 
be  done  to  prevent  it.  He  advised  me  to  await  Mr.  Pratt’s  return  from  New 
York,  and  bring  him  what  further  was  said.  Upon  his  return  from  New  York, 
some  three  or  four  days  after,  Mr.  Pratt  called  upon  us  again,  in  our  counting- 
room,  and  expressed  a  desire  for  my  conclusion.  I  evaded  a  direct  answer, 
wishing  to  obtain  all  the  information  possible  in  the  matter,  and  told  him  that 
in  a  few  days  I  would  let  him  know  my  conclusion.  I  think  it  was  about  a 
week  after  that  that  I  said  to  Mr.  Pratt  that  we  had  concluded  to  make  up 
our  bids  as  usual,  and  send  them  to  Washington,  and  take  our  chance  for  con¬ 
tracts,  more  or  less 

Meanwhile  Mr.  Norton  and  myself  held  prolonged  consultations  with  the 
honorable  Mr.  Gooch,  during  which  the  means  of  frustrating  the  plan  above 
named  were  considered.  It  was  finally  decided  that  I  should  place  certain  sug¬ 
gestions  of  mine  in  writing,  such  as  the  securing  bids  from  all  inspection  prior  to 
the  hojjr  of  opening,  and  a  continuous  sitting  during  the  opening,  so  that  all  the 
bids  might  be  opened  on  the  same  day,  and  other  such  precautionary  measures 
carefully  drawn.  These  suggestions  having  been  prepared  in  writing,  were  ac- 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


4 


81 

cepted  by  Mr.  Goocb,  as  efficient  precautionary  measures,  provided  the  Secre 
tary  of  the  Navy  could  be  induced  to  apply  them.  As  the  time  for  the  opening  of 
the  bids  approached,  it  was  arranged  for  Mr.  Gooch  to  meet  in  Washington,  I 
think.  Senator  Sumner  and  the  honorable  Mr.  Hooper,  and  that  they  should 
together  hold  a  private  interview  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  press 
upon  him  the  prompt  adoption  of  these  precautionary  measures. 

Our  own  firm  took  further  precautionary  measures  in  the  matter.  We  se¬ 
cured  the  attendance,  if  I  remember  rightly,  of  Mr.  Carpenter,  of  the  firm  of 
Banker  &  Carpenter,  of  Boston,  and  Mr.  Pippey,  of  the  firm  of  B.  Y.  Pippey  & 
Co.,  of  Boston,  and  I  went  myself  personally  to  New  York  and  arranged  that 
two  clerks  in  the  employment  of  our  New  York  house  should  go  to  Washington 
to  attend  the  opening  of  the  bids — Mr.  Richardson  and  Mr.  Tower. 

Meanwhile  I  had  heard  of  other  contracts  at  exorbitant  prices.  This  plan, 
as  proposed  to  me,  revealed  at  once  light  upon  the  modus  operandi  of  the 
matter.  I  was  confident  that  this  could  not  be  the  first  suggestion  of  such  a 
scheme,  and  that  previous  biddings  and  awards  would  reveal  the  inducements 
which  tempted  the  proposition  of  this  plan  to  us  ;  and  it  was  from  these  con¬ 
victions  that  I  awaited  the  publication  of  the  report  of  the  honorable  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  and  proceeded  to  examine  it  with  the  results  above  stated. 


Testimony  of  Benjamin  G.  Smith. 

February  12,  1864. 

Benjamin  G.  Smith  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  You  may  state  the  conversation  which  took  place  in  the  presence 
of  J^Ir.  F.  W.  Smith  with  Mr.  Pratt. 

Answer.  It  was  on  the  first  of  June,  1863.  Mr.  Pratt,  of  the  firm  of  Bowers, 
Pratt  &  Co.,  came  into  our  counting-room;  our  firm  is  Smith  Brothers  &  Co., 
of  Boston.  My  brother  and  myself  were  present  all  the  time  of  the  conversa¬ 
tion;  my  father  a  part  of  the  time.  He  made  an  application  to  us  to  join  in  a 
combination  to  secure  contracts.  Pratt  said  “as  to  competition,  there  need  be 
no  fear  of  that;  that  can  be  managed”  or  “taken  care  of,”  or  words  to  that  effect. 
He  said  he  had  friends  at  Washington,  and  stood  better  there  probably  than 
Stover  did;  knew  the  man  from  Plymouth  county;  and  remarked  “you  know 
how  these  things  are  done;  a  commission  fixes  them.”  Then  my  brother  re¬ 
marked  that  he  had  never  paid  a  mill,  bringing  his  fist  down  with  great  power 
on  the  desk.  Pratt  said  it  had  been  done ;  the  wheels  were  greased  in  the  case 
of  large  prices  on  late  contracts.  Pratt  said  that  if  the  management  of  things 
;  could  be  left  to  him  in  Washington  for  the  joint  concern,  or  for  the  interests  of 
I  all  concerned,  some  good  prices  could  be  obtained — ought  to  be  25  to  30  per 
j  cent.  Pratt  requested  my  brother  to  have  an  interview  with  his  brother-in-law, 

I  Matthias  Ellis,  of  Boston,  who  was  interested  with  him.  One  or  two  of  our 
I  clerks  were  observant  of  our  conversation ;  I  do  not  know  whether  they  could 

(hear  it  or  not.  The  memorandum  which  I  hold  in  my  hand  was  a  piece  of 
waste  paper  on  my  brother’s  desk.  This  conversation  occurred  about  two 
o’clock  p.  m.  On  the  same  day  we  recalled  the  conversation  carefully  and 
!  made  note  of  it  on  this  paper,  and  were  very  careful  to  note  nothing  which  we  did 
Rep.  No.  99 - 6 
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not  precisely  remember.  It  is  in  my  brother’s  handwriting.  Mr.  Pratt  re¬ 
marked  that  he  was  assisting  the  wives  of  Messrs.  Murdock  and  Farwell  in  the 
purchase  of  furniture;  one  of  these  men  was  the  man  from  Plymouth  county; 
that  they  had  purchased  valuable  estates  in  the  vicinity.  Those  are  all  the 
facts  bearing  directly  on  this  transaction  that  I  now  remember. 


Testimony  of  E.  L.  Norton. 

February  12,  1864. 

E.  L.  Norton  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale  :  ^ 

Question.  What  official  position  do  you  hold  ? 

Answer.  Navy  agent  at  Boston,  Massachusetts. 

Question.  You  can  state  generally  what  the  duties  of  a  navy  agent  are,  as 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  or  by  instructions  from  the  Navy  Department  to  you. 

Answer.  The  instructions  of  the  Navy  Department  do  not  speak  in  regard 
to  the  agent’s  duties  to  pay  money.  My  duties  are  :  first,  to  pay  all  audited 
demands  of  the  Navy  Department  that  are  sent  to  me  for  payment,  to  pay 
moneys  on  contracts,  advance  pay  to  officers,  half-pay  to  the  families  of  sea¬ 
men  and  officers,  and  moneys  due  on  all  open  purchases  without  advertisement, 
made  by  myself  or  by  the  bureau ;  secondly,  my  duties  are  to  make  open  pur¬ 
chases,  according  to  the  instructions  of  the  department,  of  goods  required  for 
immediate  use,  of  the  best  quality,  and  at  a  fair  market  price. 

Question.  State  to  the  committee  whether  or  not  any  attempts  have  been 
made  by  any  of  the  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Department  to  interfere  with  your 
duties  and  control  you ;  and  if  so,  state  what  they  are. 

Answer.  I  will  give  a  history  of  a  few  instances  that  occur  to  me.  Within 
a  very  few  days  after  my  entering  upon  the  duties  of  my  office  I  was  informed 
by  a  hardware  merchant  of  Boston,  Mr.  Hall,  a  navy  contractor  for  fourteen 
years,  that  there  was  to  be  a  large  requisition  for  tobacco  and  bread,  and  that 
he  desired  an  opportunity  to  offer  those  articles.  I  told  him  that  when  I  re¬ 
ceived  the  order  I  would  give  it  attention.  About  one  week  subsequently  he 
came  to  me  and  informed  me  that  he  had  furnished  those  articles ;  that,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Bureau  of  Provisions  and  Clothing,  the  inspector  at  the  yard  was 
authorized  to  make  the  purchase ;  that  the  inspector  did  not  feel  himself  com¬ 
petent  to  make  the  purchase  himself,  not  being  a  business  man,  and  that  he  had 
called  upon  him  (Mr.  Hall)  to  make  it,  and  accordingly  he  had  made  the  pur¬ 
chase.  My  reply  to  him  was,  that  of  course  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  such  a 
transaction  as  that — it  was  entirely  outside  of  my  office.  The  bills  for  the  tobacco 
and  bread  were  subsequently  audited  by  the  bureau  and  paid  by  me.  It  was 
quite  a  large  amount,  I  think  50,000  pounds  of  tobacco  and  300,000  pounds  of 
bread.  In  a  few  days  subsequent  to  that,  articles  appeared  in  the  newspapers, 
I  believe  of  New  York  and  of  Springfield,  Massachusetts,  detailing  the  trans¬ 
action  ;  and  finally  I  was  informed  by  the  chief  of  the  bureau  that  he  repudiated 
the  transaction;  and  had  compelled  the  hardware  merchant  to  refund  some  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars  that  were  taken  out  of  reservation  bills  in  another  bureau, 
which  were  likewise  paid  at  my  office— -from  six  to  eight  thousand  dollars  ex¬ 
cess  of  price. 

It  appeared  from  a  conversation  that  I  had  with  the  inspector  and  with  the] 
chief  of  the  bureau  that  the  inspector  had  no  authority  from  the  bureau  toj 
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make  this  purchase.  The  inspector  was  Paymaster  Buchanan,  of  the  navy. 
The  inspector  was  authorized  to  procure  these  articles,  but  the  chief  said  that 

he  contemplated  that  he  should  procure  them  through  the  regular  channel _ 

through  the  navy  agent. 

Question.  Now  state  any  other  transaction. 

Answer.  The  next  transaction  of  the  nature  that  I  recollect  was,  that  there 
were  bills  sent  to  my  office  from  the  bureau,  approved  by  the  chief  of  the 
Bureau  of  Ordnance,  for  powder-cloth.  The  first  voucher  that  came  to  me  for 
powder-cloth  stated  simply  “  powder-cloth,  seven  thousand  and  odd  hundred 
dollars,”  and  was  approved  by  the  chief,  without  specifying  yards,  or  any  de¬ 
scription  at  all.  The  voucher  was  so  extraordinary  in  its  character  that  I  laid 
it  aside  and  did  not  require  the  money  to  pay  it,  thinking  that  I  would  make 
inquiry  of  the  department  in  regard  to  it.  It  laid  there  a  few  days,  when 
another  voucher  was  returned.  Both  of  these  vouchers  were  in  favor  of  Milton, 
Cushman  &  Co.,  of  Boston.  The  subsequent  voucher  specified  the  yards, 
widths,  and  colors  of  the  powder-cloth,  with  the  prices.  In  addition  to  the 
aggregate  of  those  prices,  there  was  a  charge  made  on  the  face  of  the  bill  of 
five  per  cent,  commission. 

Question.  Do  you  recollect  the  amount  of  that  last  bill  ? 

^  Answer.  Seventeen  thousand  and  odd  hundred  dollars.  I  likewise  laid  that 
bill  aside.  Within  a  day  or  two  the  naval  officer  of  the  port,  Mr.  Amos  Tuck, 
called  upon  me  and  inquired  if  I  had  made  purchases  of  powder-cloth.  I  told 
him  that  I  had  not,  but  that  I  had  vouchers  in  my  office  for  such  purchases, 
apparently  made  by  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance.  He  requested  me 
to  hold  on  to  those  vouchers ;  that  the  custom-house  authorities  were  investi¬ 
gating  the  transaction ;  that  it  appeared  that  Milton,  Cushman  &  Co.  claimed 
that  the  duties  should  be  remitted  upon  those  goods,  and  an  order  had  been 
received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  authorizing  the  duties  to  be  re¬ 
mitted,  as  they  were  imported  on  government  account,  but  that  the  naval  officer 
considered  that  the  price  did  not  indicate  that  the  goods  were  imported  at  cost, 
and  he  was  investigating  that  matter.  He  subsequently  informed  me  that  they 
had  ascertained  that  the  price  was  excessiv^e.  I  likewise  took  steps  to  ascer¬ 
tain  what  a  fair  price  was.  I  induced  a  merchant  of  Boston,  B.  Y.  Pippey,  to 
make  the  inquiries.  He  sent  to  Bradford,  England,  with  samples  of  the  iden¬ 
tical  goods,  and  returned  an  answer  to  me  giving  the  prices  at  which  the  goods 
could  be  put  down  in  Boston,  free  of  duty.  These  prices  ranged,  I  believe,  from 
forty  to  sixty  per  cent,  below  those  paid  by  the  bureau. 

I  considered  it  my  duty  to  report  the  transaction  to  the  department.  The 
result  was,  that  the  Secretary  telegraphed  me  to  withhold  the  funds.  I  should 
say  that  in  the  mean  time  I  had  put  the  bills  in  my  requisitions.  The  funds 
were  in  my  hands  some  eight  months,  about  $25,000.  I  then  was  directed  to 
pay  the  bills,  and  have  been  informed  since,  by  the  present  acting  chief  of  the 
bureau.  Commander  Wise,  that  he  made  the  bargain  for  the  powder-cloth ;  that 
he  did  not  intend  to  pay  these  parties  a  profit,  but  that  the  department  had  de¬ 
cided  that  the  terms  of  the  bargain  required  that  they  should  pay  the  prices 
named  in  the  bills,  and  I  paid  them. 

Question.  State  any  other  attempts  that  have  been  made  to  interfere  with 
you  in  your  office. 

Answer.  Attempts  have  been  constantly  made  by  unauthorized  persons  at  the 
yard  to  make  purchases,  under  the  plea  that  they  were  authorized  by  the  depart¬ 
ment  to  do  so.  In  some  cases  I  have  declined  to  put  the  bills  in  my  requisitions, 
w  to  recognize  the  bills  at  all,  on  account  of  the  purchases  being  unauthorized. 
Ihe  next  case  of  the  kind  that  I  remember  was  a  purchase  of  blankets  by 
Paymaster  Bradford,  acting  as  inspector  of  provisions  and  clothing  at  the 
Charleston  yard.  I  received  a  requisition  from  the  yard  in  due  form,  drawn 
by  Mr.  Bradford  and  approved  by  the  commandant,  for  one  thousand  gray 
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blankets,  as  per  sample.  At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bradford  I  delayed  purchasing 
the  blankets  until,  as  he  said,  he  could  confer  with  the  chief  of  the  bureau  in 
regard  to  them.  I  delayed  from  day  to  day,  asking  him  in  regard  to  the 
purchase  several  times,  until  finally  I  learned  from  a  merchant  that  he  had  put 
the  blankets  into  the  yard  without  my  knowledge.  I  then  considered  it  my 
duty  to  fill  the  requisition  at  once,  thinking  that  blame  might  be  attached  to 
me  if  I  delayed.  I  accordingly  bought  the  blankets,  as  per  sample,  Washing¬ 
ton  Mills  gray  blankets,  and  sent  them  to  the  yard.  Mr.  Bradford  refused  to 
inspect  the  blankets  that  I  purchased,  and  made  out  a  bill  for  those  purchased 
by  himself  and  sent  it  to  me.  I  reported  the  case  to  the  chief  of  the  bureau. 
He  ordered  Mr.  Bradford  to  inspect  my  blankets,  and  allowed  me  to  withhold 
payment  for  those  purchased  by  Mr.  Bradford,  saying  that  he  'was  unauthorized 
to  purchase  the  blankets  himself.  Subsequently,  upon  the  representation  of  the 
parties  who  furnished  those  blankets,  (Jordan,  Marsh  &  Oo.,  of  Boston,)  that 
they  furnished  the  blankets  innocently,  without  any  knowledge  in  regard  to 
who  was  authorized  to  purchase  them,  the  bill  was  audited  and  paid.  I  believe 
that  the  price  of  those  blankets  was  not  an  excessive  one,  considering  the  grade 
of  the  blankets,  but  was  about  one  dollar  per  pair  higher  than  I  paid. 

Question.  State  whether  or  not  any  attempts  have  been  made  to  direct  you 
as  to  whom  you  were  to  make  open  purchases  of. 

Answer.  In  one  case  I  received  a  requisition  from  the  yard  for,  I  believe, 
two  hundred  tons  of  Manilla  hemp,  drawn  by  the  storekeeper  originally,  and 
approved  by  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  coming  from  the  commandant,  the 
proper  authority.  With  the  requisition  there  were  directions  to  purchase  of 
certain  parties. 

Question.  Name  them. 

Answer.  I  cannot  recollect  them  now. 

Question.  Certain  parties  by  name  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  by  name  and  at  a  certain  price. 

Question.  Do  you  mean  a  fixed  price  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  a  fixed  price,  saying  that  it  was  by  direction  of  the  chief 
/of  the  Bureau  of  Equipment  and  Recruiting,  at  that  time  Admiral  Foote.  I 
had  had  a  conversation  with  Admiral  Foote  a  few  weeks  previous  to  that  in 
regard  to  the  purchase  of  hemp,  in  which  he  stated  that  he  did  not  feel 
authorized  to  interfere  with  the  manner  of  making  the  purchase  with  the  navy 
agents;  that  they  were  responsible  for  the  purchase;  that  it  must  be  at  a  fair 
price,  and  subject  to  test  and  inspection  at  the  yard.  I  immediately  went  into 
the  market,  considering  it  my  duty,  notwithstanding  the  instructions,  and 
inquired  the  price  of  hemp.  I  found  that  I  could  make  a  very  material  saving 
below  the  price  named  in  the  requisition.  I  telegraphed  the  fact  to  Admiral 
Foote.  I  received  a  reply  by  telegraph,  directing  me  to  purchase  where  I  could 
purchase  at  the  best  advantage.  I  communicated  that  reply  to  the  commandant 
of  the  yard,  and  went  on  and  made  the  purchase  accordingly. 

Question.  In  your  telegram  to  Admiral  Foote  did  you  inform  him  of  the 
directions  given  you? 

Answer.  I  did,  in  effect. 

Question.  Did  Admiral  Foote  make  any  answer  to  that  part  of  it  ? 

Answer.  He  did  not. 

Question.  Is  there  any  other  case  ? 

Answer.  In  March,  1862,  I  received  a  requisition  from  the  navy  yard  in  due 
form,  approved  by  the  commandant,  for  two  Sampson  bolt-pulling  machines, 
No.  1  and  No.  2 — price  of  No.  1,  $950;  price  of  No.  2,  $850. 

Question.  Do  you  mean  to  say  those  prices  were  put  into  the  requisition  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  and  the  requisition  said  :  “  By  order  of  the  chief  of  Bureau 
of  Yards  and  Docks,  dated  February  28,  1862.  Furnished.  (Immediate  use.”) 
The  bills  were  rendered  with  this  requisition,  or  immediately  after.  I  did 
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not  make  tlie  purchase.  The  bills  were  in  favor  of  Seth  Wilmarth.  They 
were  audited  by  the  bureau  and  paid  by  me.  In  connexion  with  this  I  would 
say  that  some  months  afterwards  I  received  a  requisition  from  the  commandant 
ot  the  yard  for  two  Sampson  bolt-pulling  machines,  the  same  kind  of  machines 
m  the  usual  open  form.  I  was  waited  upon  very  soon  after  receivino-  the  re- 
quisition  by  Mr.  Wilmarth,  and  he  proposed  to  furnish  them ;  I  told  him  I 
would  make  investigations  in  regard  to  the  price.  Immediately  upon  receiving 
the  requisition,  I  had  requested  a  merchant  of  Boston,  Mr.  Smith,  to  make  in¬ 
vestigation  in  the  New  York  market,  where  he  had  a  house,  as  to  the  price  of 
these  machines.  After  Mr.  Wilmarth  called  upon  me,  Mr.  Smith  reported  to  me 
that  he  could  procure  the  No.  1  machine  at  $600  from  Mr.  Wilmarth’s  ao-ent  and 
the  JNo.  2  machine  at  $500.  I  closed  the  bargain  with  him  for  the  machines  at 
those  prices.  Subsequently  Mr.  Wilmarth  called  upon  me  for  an  answer,  and 
told  me  that  he  would  not  allow  the  machines  to  be  delivered  to  the  government  at 
the  prices  proposed  by  his  agent ;  that  it  was  an  understanding  that  he  should 
receive  more  from  the  government  than  those  prices.  I  replied  to  him  that 
imle^s  he  allowed  the  machines  to  be  delivered  I  should  report  the  matter  to 

the  department.  He  accordingly  consented,  and  the  machines  were  furnished 
at  those  prices. 

Question.  Have  there  been  any  recent  attempts  by  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance 
to  interfere  with  you  ?  And  if  there  have  been,  give  us  the  details 
Answer.  Some  time  in  August  last  I  received  a  bill  from  the ’ordnance  de¬ 
partment  of  the  navy  yard  for  worsted  throms  to  the  amount  of  about  $380 _ a 

usual  open  purchase  bill.  Commodore  Missroon  is  the  first  ordnance  officer  in 
charge  at  the  yard.  The  bill  was  not  approved  by  the  bureau,  and  I  accord¬ 
ingly  returned  it  to  the  commandant  with  my  objections  to  it,  as  being  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  law,  usage,  and  the  regulations  of  the  department.  I  received  an  inquiry 
ironi  the  commandant  as  to  what  law  or  regulation  Was  violated  in  the  purchase 
re  e^ed  him  to  chapter  28  of  the  laws  of  1809— -section  3  of  an  act  passed 
Maich  3,  1809.  Ihe  regulation  to  which  I  referred  him  was  article  1  of  the 
instructions  of  the  Navy  Department  in  regard  to  the  government  of  yards  and 
docks,  issued  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  Article  1,  under  the  head  of 
Navy  Agents,  says  that  all  articles  to  be  procured,  either  upon  contract  or 
open  purchase,  shall  be  procured  by  the  navy  agents,  who  shall  be  responsible 
that  they  are  forthcoming  and  according  to  contract,  or  if  upon  open  purchase, 
at  the  lowest  market  price.  I  quote  from  memory,  but  it  is  substantially  as  I 
give  it.  Ihe  bill  subsequently  was.  returned  to  me  from  the  bureau  for  pay¬ 
ment,  with  the  indorsement  of  the  chief  of  the  bureau.  Commander  Wise,  and 
was  accordingly  pmd  by  me,  as  that  has  always  been  considered  equivalent  to 
an  order  to  pay.  Previous  to  this  time  all  my  purchases  had  been  satisfactory, 
so  far  as  I  knew  to  the  inspector  and  to  the  chief  of  the  bureau.  They  had 
all  been  approved  of  by  those  two  officers.  Very  soon  after  ^his  I  was  called 
to  an  account  by  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  for  certain  purchases  made 
by  me  Certain  prices  that  I  had  paid  were  criticised.  I  made  explanations 
IZt  ^  Batisfactory  to  the  chief  of  ordnance.  Soon  after  that 

^  was  sent  to  me  for 

^  inspector  of  ordnance  at  the  navy  yard — a  purchase  not 
made  by  me,  but  by  him.  Ihe  amount  of  the  bill  was  $300  or  $400.  I  took 
went  to  Heniy  Atkins  &  Co.,  and  inquired  of  a  member  of  the  firm  of 

purchase.  He  replied  that  they  did  not 
fpw  ^  request  of  a  Mr.  Simpson,  of  Oliarles- 

•mr ,  a  permitted  the  bills  to  be  made  in  their  name.  I  then  went  to 

‘?™PSon  and  inquired  of  whom  he  received  the  order  for  the  purchase.  He 
a  1  was  handed  to  him  by  his  brother,  a  clerk  in  the  ordnance  office  at 

K  ^  A  furnish  the  goods,  that  they  were  furnished 

py  AtJiins  &  Co.  I  reported  this  case  to  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance 
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here.  The  inspector,  as  I  found  by  copies  of  letters  furnished  me  by  the  bureau 
afterwards,  was  called  upon  to  explain,  and  he  based  the  transaction  upon  au¬ 
thority  granted  to  him  by  the  chief  of  the  bureau  to  make  all  open  purchases 
direct  himself,  “in  order  to  avoid  any  future  controversy  with  the  navy  agent.’* 

Question.  Did  he  state  that,  or  did  you  see  it  in  writing  ? 

Answer.  It  was  in  a  copy  of  a  letter  furnished  to  me  by  the  chief  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Ordnance,  purporting  to  have  come  from  Commodore  Missroon,  inspector 
of  ordnance  at  Charlestown;  to  the  chief,  in  explanation  of  this  transaction.  I 
then  entered  into  a  correspondence  with  the  chief  of  the  bureau  in  regard  to  the 
matter;  and  finally,  without  Tendering  any  formal  decision,  they  have  conceded 
the  open  purchases  to  me ;  that  is,  all  open  purchases  not  made  by  the  chief  of 
the  bureau  himself. 

Question.  Are  there  any  other  instances  that  you  have  particularly  on  your 
mind  ? 

Answer.  In  the  latter  part  of  November  or  the  first  of  December,  1861,  I 
received  a  requisition  from  the  navy  yard,  approved  by  the  commandant,  “  for 
five  sets  of  Wells  and  Gorman’s  submarine  armor,  complete,  to  be  selected. 
(Immediate  use.”)  On  the  face  of  the  requisition  was  indorsed  these  words : 

“  Mr.  Thomas  F.  Wells,  the  manufacturer,  will  hand  you  this. 

“William  L.  Hudson,  Commandant'^ 

# 

I  ought  to  say  here  that  the  words  “  to  be  selected,”  under  the  instructions 
of  the  department,  authorize  some  person  from  the  navy  yard,  or  some  person 
appointed  by  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  to  select  the  articles.  Mr.  Wells 
handed  me  this  requisition,  and  I  inquired  of  him  in  regard  to  the  armor  and  the 
price.  He  named,  as  a  price,  $2,000  a.  set,  and  said  that  had  been  fixed  with 
the  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Admiral  Smith.  I  was  unac¬ 
quainted  with  the  article,  and  suggested  to  him  that  the  price  appeared  high. 
He  said  that  it  was  not  high,  that  he  had  had  a  good  deal  of  trouble  and  some 
expense  to  get  the  requisition  through,  and  that  he  would  make  no  reduction ; 
that  the  price  was  already  fixed.  Accordingly  he  furnished  the  armor,  and  the 
bills  were  sent  to  the  bureau  and  audited  there  and  paid  by  me. 

Subsequently  to  this,  I  was  informed  by  the  storekeeper,  Mr.  Dunham,  that 
he  had ‘accidently  fallen  in  with  the  actual  manufacturer  of  this  armor,  and  the 
manufacturer  had  informed  him  that  the  price  of  the  armor  was  $1,100 ;  that  they 
never  asked  over  $1,400. 

Question.  Can  you  state  who  the  manufacturer  was,  and  where  he  resided  % 

Answer.  I  cannot. 

Question.  Have  you  stated  all  the  cases  of  that  kind,  or  was  it  a  common  oc¬ 
currence  ? 

Answer.  There  were  several  other  instances,  but  these  are  all  that  I  now 
particularly  remember.  I  desire  also  to  state  to  the  committee  that  the  contracts 
made  under  the  law  of  the  last  session  are  very  favorable  to  the  government  as 
compared  with  the  former  system ;  and  I  believe  that  the  government  at  our 
station  has  made  a  saving  of  many  thousands  of  dollars  below  the  average  market 
price  which  has  ruled  since  the  law  was  enacted.  The  purchases  of  navy  agents 
are  subjected  to  very  severe  criticism,  whereas  the  purchases  of  the  chiefs  of 
the  bureaus  are  not  reviewed  by  anybody.  I  should  like  to  state  here  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  these  purchases. 

Question.  State  it,  if  you  please. 

Answer.  When  the  chief  of  a  bureau  makes  a  purchase,  not  under  contract 
after  advertisement,  there  is  no  party  to  review  that  purchase.  The  article  pur¬ 
chased  is  subjected  to  an  inspection  by  an  inspector  selected  by  himself,  in  regard 
to  quantity  and  quality  only,  to  see  that  in  those  respects  it  conforms  to  the 
terms  of  the  bargain.  The  price  is  never  brought  in  question  by  any  one.  When 
a  purchase  is  made  by  a  navy  agent  in  the  first  place,  it  is  founded  upon  a  re-  ^ 
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quisition  originating  with  the  authorities  of  the  yard  or  the  Navy  Department 
itself,  and  it  is  made  under  instructions  to  procure  articles  of  the  best  quality  and 
at  a  fair  market  price.  The  article  is  then  subjected  to  the  inspection,  first,  of 
an  inspector  at  the  navy  yard,  who  is  to  examine  it  in  regard  to  its  quantity  and 
quality  and  the  fairness  of  the  price,  and  if  approved  by  him,  he  is  to  certify  to 
the  same.  It  is  then  subjected  to  the  inspection  of  the  head  of  ijie  department 
in  the  yard  where  the  article  is  to  be  used,  who  is  to  make  a  like  examination 
and  a  like  certificate  if  approved.  It  is  then  submitted  to  the  commandant  of 
the  station,  who  is  to  make  a  like  examination  either  by  himself  or  by  an  agent 
furnished  to  him  by  the  department,  and  he  is  to  make  a  like  certificate.  Finally 
it  is  submitted  to  the  chief  of  the  bureau  for  which  the  article  is  to  be  purchased, 
who  is  to  approve  the  same  before  any  payment  can  be  made  on  the  bill. 

Question.  Mr.  Norton,  you  have  been  navy  agent  about  three  years.  From 
your  observation,  how  will  purchases  made  by  navy  agents  and  by  the  officers 
of  the  bureau,  without  the  intervention  of  navy  agents,  compare  as  to  prices  ? 

Answer.  In  those  cases  to  which  my  intention  has  been  directed,  I  think  the 
purchases  by  navy  agents  are  better  than  by  the  officers  of  the  bureaus.  That 
has  been  generally  so. 


Testimony  of  Edward  B,  Neally.' 

Tuesday,  February  16,  1864. 

Edward  B.  Neally  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Are  the  documents  which  you  have  brought  with  you  the  original 
bids  from  the  files  of  the  Navy  Department  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  original  bids  from  the  files  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam 
Engineering,  in  the  Navy  Department. 

Question.  When  the  bids  are  first  put  in,  is  there  anything  more  than  the 
price  put  down  ? 

^  Answer.  Yes,  sir;  the  prices  are  carried  out  in  the  bids  precisely  as  they  are 
m  those  which  I  now  present. 

Question.  Were  these  bids  originally  received  in  pencil  or  inink? 

Answer.  In  ink. 

Question.  [Exhibiting  to  the  witness  the  bid  of  H.  D.  Stover  for  class  0, 
lard  oil,  to  be  delivered  at  the  Charlestown  yard.]  Look  at  this  bid  and  tell 
me  if  these  prices  have  not  been  altered  ? 

Answer.  Not  at  all. 

Question.  Were  all  these  prices  received  on  this  paper;  $1  10  a  gallon  for 
lubricating  oil;  $1  for  neat’s-foot  oil;  and  $1  50  for  sweet  oil  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Were  they  all  received  in  ink  ? 

Answer.  All  received  in  ink. 

Question.  When  were  the  pencil  marks  made  that  are  there,  do  you  know? 

Question.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  that.  Those  must  have  been  there 
e  ore  the  bid  was  put  in.  It  must  have  been  put  in  by  the  man  in  that  way. 

Ques^n.  Now  look  at  this  bid  and  tell  me  if  it  is  now  as  it  originally  came 
0  t  e  office,  [exhibiting  to  the  witness  the  bid  of  H.  D.  Stover  for  class  No.  44, 
tallow,  to  be  delivered  at  the  Charlestown  yard,  which  bid  is  as  follows  : 

5,000  pounds  pure  beef  tallow,  price  15  cents  per  pound,  $750. 

“Total,  six  hundred  dollars.”]  r  ^  > 

Answer.  That  is  doubtful.  That  seems  to  have  been  recomputed  by  us  from 
t  e  column  of  prices,  and  the  changes  were  probably  made  at  the  bureau.  We 
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took  as  the  basis  the  prices  in  the  column  of  prices,  and  if  the  column  of 
amounts  does  not  foot  up  according  to  that,  we  change  it  to  make  it  correspond. 

Question.  Does  not  the  alteration  seem  to  have  been  made  in  the  price  as 
well  as  in  the  amount  there  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  think  it  was  so — it  could  not  have  been. 

Question.  Look  at  it  again,  and  see  how  it  appears  now  ? 

Answer.  It  appears  as  if  it  was.  It  appears  as  if  in  the  column  of  prices 
there  was  originally  a  4  which  has  been  changed  to  a  5. 

Question.  Now  look  at  this  other  bid  of  Stover’s  for  class  E,  and  state 
whether  the  prices  there  do  not  seem  to  have  been  altered. 

Answer.  No,  sir;  not  unless  the  ink  was  put  over  the  pencil  marks.  The 
ink  marks  do  not  seem  to  have  been  altered  unless  there  was  a  new  thing  put  in. 

Question.  But  there  are  pencil  marks  under  each  of  the  three  prices  in  this 
bid,  are  there  not  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Now  look  at  his  bid  for  class  F,  and  see  if  the  same  is  not  true 
there  ? 

Answer.  The  same  is  true  there. 

Question.  And  of  all  those  prices  ? 

Answer.  Almost  all  of  them. 

Mr.  Hale.  Yes,  there  is  one  exception,  the  “5”  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
altered. 

The  witness.  Nor  the  “ten”-  either.  Some  of  the  others  seem  to  be. 

Question.  How  is  it  with  class  Q,  sperm  oil  ? 

Answer.  The  same  is  true  there. 

Question.  Now  show  me  another  bid  for  class  0  ? 

Answer.  Here  are  the  bids  for  the  Boston  navy  yard. 

Question.  Was  Savage  a  bidder  there? 

Answer.  He  was  not. 

Question.  Look  over  that  bid  [handing  to  the  witness  George  Adams’s  bid] 
and  see  if  there  are  any  alterations  from  pencil  marks  to  ink  marks  there. . 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  some  of  them  are  left  in  pencil,  and  one  is  entirely  in 
pencil.  This  would  have  been  the  lowest  bid,  but  it  was  withdrawn  before  the 
contract  was  given  out. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  bids  of  Stover  for  sperm  oil  and  lard  oil  to  be 
delivered  at  Charlestown,  and  state  to  the  committee  whether  all  or  nearly  all 
of  Stover’s  bids  appear  to  have  been  tampered  with  in  some  way  before  or  after 
they  were  put  in. 

Answer.  There  are  ink  marks  over  pencil  marks  in  that  and  in  others. 

Question.  In  nearly  every  case  ? 

Answer.  I  think  so.  The  bids  are  here;  you  can  see. 

Question.  You  have  shown  us  Stover’s  bid  at  Charlestown ;  who  was  the 
next  lowest  bidder  there  ? 

Answer.  Mullet  &  Bradbury  got  the  contract.  Stover  was  beaten  there. 
There  are  two  below  him  on  lard  oil.  Stover  did  not  get  the  contract  on  his 
bid  on  the  class  you  have  been  looking  at.  The  contract  was  givent  to  Mullet  & 
Bradbury. 

Question.  Under  what  advertisement  were  these  bids  ? 

Answer.  The  advertisement  of  February  13,  1863 — the  first  advertisement 
of  the  bureau. 

Question.  Look  at  the  bids  for  sperm  oil ;  who  was  the  next  lowest  bidder 
to  Stover  on  that  ? 

Answer.  Burnett  Forbes  appears  to  have  been. 

Question.  How  many  other  bidders  were  there  ? 

Answer.  There  were  eight  bidders  altogether  under  the  advertisement  of^ 
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February  13,  1863,  for  sperm  oil  to  be  delivered  at  the  Charlestown  yard,  and 
Mr.  Stover  got  the  contract  at  Si  65  a  gallon. 

^  Question.  Tell  the  committee  how  much  lower  Stover’s  bid  was  than  Forbes’s 
bid  in  that  case  ? 

Answer.  Forbes’s  bid  was  Si  70;  Stover’s  $1  65  a  gallon— a  difference  of 
five  cents.  All  the  other  bids  are  higher. 

^  Question.  Give  us  the  same  facts  from  the  bids  themselves,  in  relation  to  the 
bids  for  sperm  oil,  to  be  delivered  at  New  York. 

Answer.  There  were  four  bidders  there — Scofield,  Collins,  Forbes,  and 
Stover.  The  contract  was  given  to  Stover  at  Si  68  a  gallon. 

Question.  State  whether  every  one  of  the  figures  in  Stover’s  bids  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  tampered  with  in  some  way. 

Answer.  The  last  were  changed  by  us  probably. 

Question.  No  matter  by  whom  they  were  changed,  do  not  they  all  appear  to 
have  been  changed  ? 

Answer.  The  first  appear  to  have  been  altered  from  some  other  figures.  If 
the  aggregate  footing  does  not  come  out  right,  we  change  that. 

Question.  Look  at  this  paper  as  closely  as  you  can,  and  give  the  committee 
your  judgment  whether  the  original  price  in  this  bid,  both  in  pencil  and  ink, 
was  not  $1  40. 

Answer.  It  looks  like  it. 

Question.  Both  the  pencil  and  the  ink  marks  ? 

An  swer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  And  it  appears  to  have  been  changed  to  $1  68,  does  it  not  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Foes  the  sum  that  is  earned  out  appear  also  to  have  been  changed — 
the  total?  .  rr  8 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Can  you  determine  what  that  was  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  It  is  written  here  “three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars.” 
The  total  footing  appears  to  be  $4,200. 

Question.  Now  show  us  the  next  highest  bid  for  that  class  at  New  York. 

Answer.  The  next  highest  bidder  was  Burnett  Forbes,  and  his  bid  was  $1  70 
a  gallon — $4,250  in  all. 

Question.  Now  give  us  the  Philadelphia  bids. 

Answer.  Here  is  Stover’s  bids  for  class  2,  at  the  Philadelphia  yard. 

Question.  What  is  the  price  that  he  offers  there.? 

Answer.  $2  35  a  gallon. 

Question.  State  to  the  committee  whether  you  see  any  alterations  made  in 
that  bid,  and  begin  with  the  writing  first. 

An&wer.  The  alteration  in  the  writing  is  a  “three”  that  is  changed.  In  my 
handwriting  that  is,  and  there  is  a  change  in  the  caiTying  out  $2,350.  These 
also  are  my  figures. 

Question.  State  whether  the  other  bids  under  that  appear  to  have  been  nearly 
all  altered. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Show  us  the  next  highest  bid  for  class  Q,  sperm  oil,  at  Philadelphia. 

Answer.  The  next  highest  bidder  was  C.  W.  Scofield,  at  $2  40  a  gallon. 

Question.  Have  there  not  been  some  alterations  made  there  in  the  prices  ? 

Answer.  There  seem  to  have  been,  but  he  did  not  get  the  contract. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  If  you  wish,  you  can  make  any  explanation  you  deem  proper  with 
reference  to  these  bids. 

Answer.  When  the  bids  are  received,  all  the  force  of  the  bureau  is  detailed 
to  verify  them,  to  see  if  they  are  correct  according  to  the  column  of  prices,  and 
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they  are  distributed  around  among  the  different  clerks  and  engineers ;  and  if 
the  aggregate  footings  of  the  bids  are  not  correct  according  to  the  column  of 
prices,  we  make  them  so.  The  advertisement  states  that  the  column  of  prices 
is  to  be  the  standard;  and  if  they  do  not  come  out  according  to  that,  we  change 
them  to  make  them  fit,  and  change  the  footing  accordingly.  After  that  we 
give  the  contract  to  whoever  is  the  lowest  bidder.  I  recognize  my  own  hand¬ 
writing  in  that  particular  case ;  I  recognize  that  I  verified  the  bid. 

Question.  Do  you  recognize  the  handwriting  of  these  figures  in  the  bid  for 
sperm  oil,  at  Brooklyn,  which  has  been  called  to  your  attention  ] 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  How  many  clerks  are  these  distributed  among  ? 

Answer.  All  we  can  spare,  probably  five  or  six  of  us  in  all.  It  is  all  done 
under  my  supervision. 

Question.  In  relation  to  this  matter  of  the  change  of  the  bid  for  New  York 
from  $1  40  to  $1  68,  what  is  your  idea  in  regard  to  it  ? 

Answer.  That  the  bid  when  it  was  opened  contained  the  price  of  Si  68,  and 
the  corrections  in  the  amounts  were  made  by  us,  probably.  They  look  to  have 
been  made  by  us.  The  prices  could  not  have  been  altered  by  us  without  cor¬ 
ruption  on  our  part ;  but  the  figures  in  the  column  of  amounts  could  have  been 
altered,  because  that  we  openly  do,  if  necessary.  The  written  sum  was  “  three 
thousand  five  hundred  dollars,”  but  we  take  that  as  of  no  account.  The  adver¬ 
tisements  state  particularly  that  the  column  of  prices  is  the  standard. 

Question.  As  to  this  particular  contract  of  Stover,  do  you  remember  any¬ 
thing  about  what  clerk  or  engineer  had  the  bid  in  his  hands  for  verification  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember. 

Question.  Do  you  make  any  mark  on  the  papers  to  show  to  whom  they  go  I 

Answer.  We  did  not  at  that  opening;  but  afterwards,  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Faxon,  I  made  every  person  who  examined  and  verified  the  bids  put  his 
initials  on  those  which  he  examined. 

Question.  How  lately  has  that  been  done  ? 

Answer.  It  was  done  at  the  second  bidding.  Mr.  Faxon  requested  particular 
precautions  to  be  taken  at  the  second  bidding. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  Washington  bids.  What  is  Stover’s  price  there  ? 

Answer.  $2  44  a  gallon,  for  4,000  gallons.  You  will  find  pencil  marks 
throughout  the  bids  as  well  in  those  rejected  as  in  those  accepted. 

Question.  In  this  bid  of  Stover’s  for  sperm  oil  to  be  delivered  at  Washington, 
state  whether  the  total  given  in  ink  seems  to  have  been  altered. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  there  seems  to  have  been  something  written  over  some¬ 
thing  else. 

Question.  Can  you  see  what  it  was  ? 

Answer.  It  looks  as  if  it  were  “thousand”  written  over  “hundred.” 

Question.  Who  was  the  next  highest  bidder  for  sperm  oil  at  Washington? 

Answer.  William  A.  Wheeler,  at  $2  46  a  gallon. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Wheeler  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Where  does  he  keep  ? 

Answer.  In  New  York.  He  is  a  stationer,  and  there  was  a  protest  filed  in 
our  bureau  against  his  receiving  a  contract  for  anything  but  stationery  at  the 
second  bidding.  This  was  the  first. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  that  was,  in  fact,  a  genuine  bid  of  his  or 
not  ? 

Answer.  As  much  as  I  do  of  any  of  them.  It  was  received  at  the  bureau 
as  his  bid. 

Question.  Is  that  all  you  know  about  it  ? 
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,  Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  I  want  you  to  state,  then,  as  the  results  of  these  examinations, 
whether  it  appears  that  Stover  got  the  contract,  under  that  advertisement  for 
sperm  oil,  for  each  of  the  four  navy  yards,  at  Charlestown,  Brooklyn,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  and  Washington. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  and  under  the  next  bid,  I  think,  and  also  for  all  the  others. 

Question.  How  much  did  he  underbid  the  next  highest  bidder  in  each  case  ? 

Answer.  He  underbid  the  next  highest  bidder  at  Charlestown  by  five  cents  a 
gallon,  at  New  York  by  two  cents,  at  Philadelphia  by  five  cents,  and  at  Wash¬ 
ington  by  two  cents. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  Do  you  know  to  which  of  the  clerks  any  one  of  these  bids  of 
Stover  for  oil  went  for  examination  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say.  One  which  I  pointed  out  to  you  was  corrected  by 
myself.  They  were  distributed  around  by  me  to  the  clerks,  corrected  by  them, 
and  then  returned  to  me. 

Question.  And  one  of  them  you  corrected  yourself,  not  in  the  column  of 
prices,  but  in  the  column  of  figures  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  In  reference  to  that  alteration  in  the  column  of  prices,  do  you 
know,  or  have  you  any  means  of  knowing,  when  that  alteration  took  place  1 

Answer.  I  have  not,  except  that  it  must  have  been  before  the  contract  was 
given  out,  of  course. 

Question.  But  do  you  know  whether  the  alteration  was  inade  before  or  after 
it  came  into  the  department  ?  , 

Answer.  I  presume  before. 

Question.  Where  are  the  bids  opened  ? 

Answer.  At  the  bureau. 

Question.  Who  practically  opens  the  bids  ? 

Answer.  The  chief  the  bureau,  in  the  presence  of  two  clerks,  as  the  law  re¬ 
quires,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  bidders,  if  they  choose  to  attend. 

Question.  Were  you  present  as  one  of  the  clerks  at  the  opening  of  these 
bids  ? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Have  you  any  means  of  knowing,  from  recollection  or  otherwise, 
anything  about  this  alteration  in  the  column  of  prices  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not. 

Question.  You  say  they  were  opened  and  then  distributed  by  the  chief  of  the 
bureau  among  the  clerks  ? 

^  Answer.  They  were  then  given  under  my  charge,  and  verified  by  these  par¬ 
ties,  who  were  detailed  for  that  purpose.  W^e  have  a  great  many  engineers 
there. 

Question.  Who  were  the  clerks  with  you  that  helped  to  examine  those  bids  ? 

Answer.  There  was  an  engineer  by  the  name  of  Green,  a  clerk  by  the  name 
of  Murdock,  a  messenger,  whom  we  used  as  clerk,  by  the  name  of  Wight,  and 
an  engineer  by  the  name  of  Bricht. 

•  Question.  Are  they  all  still  in  the  department  ? 

Answer.  They  are  not.  All  but  Mr.  Murdock  are  still  there. 

Question.  What  is  his  full  name  ? 

Answer.  Ira  Murdock.  He  lives  in  Massachusetts.  The  others  are  still 
there. 

By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  C;an  you  give  any  explanation  of  the  fact  that  all  these  contracts 
are  assigned  to  Mr.  Stover  at  a  rate  so  very  near  to  the  price  of  the  next  bidder 
in  every  case  ? 
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Answer.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  know  of  any  explanation  for  it.  It  looks  remark¬ 
able,  but  some  similarities  can  be  picked  out  here.  For  instance,  it  is  charged 
in  a  pamphlet  that  all  these  parties  are  one  “  ring.”  It  seems  that  for  the  New 
York  yard  “  the  ring,”  as  they  call  it,  are  the  only  parties  bidding.  These  par¬ 
ties  are  all  supposed  to  be  one,  or  interested  with  each  other ;  and  if  you  look 
there,  you  will  find  that  on  nearly  three-fourths  of  the  contracts  for  the  Brook¬ 
lyn  yard  they  are  the  only  parties  bidding.  For  instance,  here  are  bids  for  one 
contract  by  0.  W.  Scofield,  H.  J.  Collins,  Henry  D.  Stover,  and  Burnett 
Forbes.  They  bid  almost  everywhere,  and  through  all  the  yards. 

Question.  And  with  wonderful  success,  too  ?* 

Answer.  With  wonderful  success. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  next  bidding,  beginning  with  Kittery  ? 

Answer.  The  classes  are  numbered  differently  in  this  bidding.  Sperm  oil 
comes  in  this  bidding  as  class  No.  5.  This  is  Stover’s  bid  for  4,000  gallons 
winter-strained  sperm  oil,  to  be  delivered  at  Kittery,  at  $1  50  a  gallon — $6,000. 

Question.  How  many  other  bidders  were  there  for  that  contract  ? 

Answer.  There  were  nine  bidders.  There  were  a  great  many  more  bidders 
at  this  bidding  than  the  other.  For  one  yard  there  were  as  many  ^s  there  were 
before  for  all  the  yards  put  together. 

Question.  Who  was  the  next  highest  bidder  to  Stover  for  that  class  ? 

Answer.  The  next  highest  bid  was  that  of  Southard,  Herbert  &  Co.,  at 
$1  74  a  gallon. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

,  Question.  Whose  initials  are  on  this  bid  ? 

Answer.  Wallace  St.  C.  Redman.  He  verified  that  bid. 

By  Mr.  Hale: 

Question.  Were  not  the  bids  of  Stover  for  oil  on  this  letting  objected  to  by 
parties  there  as  being  nominal  ? 

Answer.  Stover’s  bids  were  objected  to  as  being  too  low,  and  Mr.  Isherwood 
referred  it  to  the  department,  who  referred  it  to  Admiral  Smith  and  Mr.  Len- 
thall,  who  decided  that  we  should  accept  them. 

Question.  What  was  the  next  highest  bid  in  that  case'? 

Answer.  There  are  two  next  highest,  two  bidders  at  $8,000,  or  $2  a  gallon. 
It  was  noticed  in  these  oil  contracts  that  Stover  was  much  lower  than  any  one 
else. 

Question.  Now  look  at  his  bid  for  Charlestown ;  what  was  that  ? 

Answer.  That  was  at  $1  10  a  gallon ;  that  was  one  which  was  objected  to. 

Question.  What  was  the  next  highest  bid  ? 

Answer.  The  aggregate  of  Stover’s  bid  was  $6,600,  and  the  next  highest 
was  $10,200.  That  was  the  l)id  of  Mullet  &  Bradbury,  at  $1  70  a  gallon. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  bids  for  New  York. 

Answer.  Stover  got  the  contract  for  New  York  at  $1  10  a  gallon,  an  aggre¬ 
gate  of  $8,800. 

Question.  What  was  the  next  highest  bid  at  New  York  ? 

Answer.  The  next  highest  bid  was  $11,920,  and  from  that  they  range  up  to 
seventeen  or  eighteen  thousand  dollars. 

Question.  How  many  bidders  were  there  ? 

Answer.  Ten  bidders.  The  next  highest  bidder  was  Edwin  L.  Brady,  at 
$1  49  a  gallon. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  In  relation  to  that  bid,  is  there  any  alteration  of  the  ^gures,  or  any 
ink  marks  written  over  pencil  marks  ? 

Answer.  It  looks  as  if  it  was  written  over. 
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Question.  Wliat  clerk  in  the  department  examined  that  bid  when  it  was  e-iven 
out  ?  ^ 

Answer.  A.  S.  Wight. 

Question.  Is  he  still  in  the  department  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  bids  for  Philadelphia. 

Answer.  Stover  got  the  contract  for  5,000  gallons,  at  $1  50  a  gallon. 
Question.  Who  was  the  next  highest  bidder  there  ? 

Answer.  0.  W.  Scofield. 

Question.  Who  was  the  next  highest  bidder  above  Scofield  ? 

Answer.  0^.  He  La  Vergne,  whose  bid  was  $10,000,  or  $2  a  gallon. 
Question.  What  was  Scofield’s  bid  there  ? 

Answer.  $1  70. 

Question.  How  many  bidders  were  there  ? 

Answer.  Eight. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  bids  for  Washington. 

Answm-.  Stover  got  the  contract  for  2,000  gallons  at  $1  75. 

Question.  Who  was  the  next  highest  bidder  ? 

Answer.  King  &  Burchell,  at  $1  90  a  gallon,  or  $11,400. 

Question.  Can  you  state  to  the  committee,  oj*  state  from  your  best  knowledge 
and  judgment,  what  was  the  market  price  of  pure  sperm  oil  at  that  time  ? 
Answer.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  that. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  bid  of  0.  W.  Scofield  for  class  F,  “miscellaneous 
tools  for  engineers,  for  the  Brooklyn  navy  yard.  I  see  here  “  two  chests  of 
carpenters  tools,  complete,  per  chest.”  What  is  the  price  given  for  these  arti- 

Answer.  $1  50  is  marked  there.  We  understood  from  the  carrying  out  that 

^  ^  ridiculous  price,  and  it  was  so  carried 

out  at  $300  That  is,  I  suppose  so.  We  looked  that  over  lately.  I  know  it 
was  accepted  at  $150  each.  uuw  it 

Question.  Does  that  item  in  that  bid  appear  to  have  been  altered  in  the  column 
ot  prices  and  in  the  column  of  amounts  both  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir  j  it  looks  like  difierent  ink. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

memor^'?^^’  recollection  about  the  alteration  yourself  from 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

at  ^Tpaper  f  ^  anything  of  it  except  what  you  think  from  looking 

Answer.  That  is  all. 

Question.  What  clerk  had  this  bid  ^ 

handwriring^*  impossible  to  tell  iu  any  of  these,  unless  we  can  recognize  the 

bi&*iT.;/’'v T.f  recognize  anywhere  on  this 

Xe??  ^  ^'erk,  so  that  you  can  judge  which  clerk  had  this 

Answer.  No ;  there  are  several  changes  here. 

mean  by  the  remark  as  to  this  being  a  ridiculous 

T  probably  carried  out  $300.  It  was  considered  at  $150  a  set. 

X  presume  the  party  in  verifying  it  did  not  notice  that  it  was  really  $1  50.  A 

^ey  iMau^  these  things  are  brought  up  some  times,  and  we  conclude  what 
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Question.  Do  you  not  think,  on  looking  at  the  paper,  and  ink,  and  the  alteration, 
&c.,  that  the  bid,  as  put  in,  was  #50  a  set,  and  carried  out  #100,  and  that  the 
alteration  was  by  changing  #50  to  #150,  and  carrying  it  out  #300? 

Answer.  The  price  looks  as  if  it  was  charged  from  #50  to  #150,  and  the 
footing  in  the  column  of  amounts  from  #100  to  #300. 

Question.  Your  impression  a  short  time  ago  was  that  in  the  column  of  prices 
it  was  #1  50. 

Answer.  It  is  #  I  50  when  I  come  to  examine  it,  but  it  is  carried  out  as  if  it 
was  #150. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Look  at  the  next  item  there,  50  screw  wrenches  State  whether 
the  price  and  the  aggregate  sum  seem  to  have  been  altered  in  that  case. 

Answer.  The  aggregate  seems  to  have  been  altered. 

Question.  How  is  it  with  the  price  ? 

Answer.  It  looks  as  if  that  was  changed. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  first  item  in  the  bid  for  this  same  class  F,  the 
item  of  two  bellows  ;  does  that  appear  to  have  been  altered  both  in  the  price  and 
in  the  aggregate  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  a  change  has  been  made  with  darker  ink. 

Question.  Does  not  that  seem,  in  the  first  place,  to  have  been  two  bellows  at 
$2  a  piece,  and  carried  out  #4  ?  - 

Answer.  It  looks  like  #12  and  carried  out  #24.  It  is  now  #42  and  carried 
out  #84. 

Question.  Look  at  the  item  of  two  oil  pumps  in  the  same  bid,  and  state  what 
appears  about  that. 

Answer.  It  looks  as  if  it  was  changed. 

Question.  Can  you  tell  what  the  changes  appear  to  have  been?  Have  you 
any  opinion  about  what  the  changes  were  ? 

Answer.  None  at  all. 

"Question.  Has  the  aggregate  been  altered  there  at  the  bottom? 

Answer.  It  is  footed  in  pencil,  and  it  is  altered.  We  do  that  at  the  bureau. 

Question.  State  whether  it  appears  to  have  been  scratched  with  a  knife  there. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  and  we  should  have  done  that,  too,  if  necessary. 

Question.  But  state  what  is  the  fact  about  it.  Does  that  appear  to  have  been 
scratched  out  with  a  knife? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  it  seems  that  the  footing  was  scratched  out. 

Question.  How  does  the  footing  stand  now  ? 

Answer..  The  aggregate  added  up,  after  all  these  alterations,  is  #1,920  25. 
In  writing  the  total  is  stated  at  “  one  thousand  and  ten  dollars  and  twenty-five 
cents.”  The  footing  in  figures  is  made  by  the  bureau,  as  corrected.  The  figures 
were  corrected  and  the  writing  left  unchanged. 

Question.  Do  you  know  that  that  alteration  was  made  by  you  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  so,  but  I  think  it  must  have  been. 

Question.  Then  these  other  alterations  in  the  price  must  have  been  made  by 
you? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  We  correct  the  figures,  as  a  matter  of  course,  where  the 
totals  are  wrong,  but  as  to  the  price  we  could  not  change  that  without  doing  it 
wrongfully. 

Question.  Do  you  state  that  you  know  or  have  any  knowledge  that  that  was 
done  by  you  as  to  this  particular  bid  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  except  that  it  was  done  in  a  great  many  of  them.  I  mean 
to  say  that  it  would  not  prove  anything,  one  way  or  another,  whether  it  was  so 
or  not.  We  should  have  done  it  without  any  hesitation. 

Mr.  Doolittle.  You  mean  as  to  verifying  the  figures  ? 
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The  witness.  Certainly,  as  to  verifying  the  figures;  but  the  pricey  in  the 
bids  could  not  be  changed  without  corruption. 

By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  In  the  bid  of  Scofield  for  class  C,  lard  oil,  to  be  delivered  at  Brook- 
Ivn,  do  not  the  price,  the  aggregate,  the  total  in  figures,  and  the  total  in  writing, 
all  appear  to  have  been  altered  ?  ^ 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  it  looks  so. 

Question.  How  is  it  for  the  next  class  for  the  Brooklyn  yard,  class  E,  gum 
packing,  &c.  ?  State  whether  that  does  not  appear  to  have  been  altered  in  the 
tx)tal,  in  the  addition,  and  in  the  writing. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  there  have  been  changes  made. 

Question.  How  is  it  with  class  D  '? 

^  Answer.  That  looks  so,  too.  You  are  asking  me  to  judge  from  the  looks, 
just  as  any  other  man  would. 

Mr.  Hale.  Yes.  sir.  Turn  your  attention  now  to  class  R,  for  the  Brookhm 

yard,  and  state  whether  there  have  not  been  alterations  made  in  the  a'^o-reeate 
of  Scofield’s  bid  there  ?  cob 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  State  whether  it  is  carried  out  differently  from  the  writino*. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  it  is. 

Question.  M  hat  is  the  writing  ? 

Answer.  The  writing  is  “  seven  thousand  two  hundred  and  fourteen  dollars 

and  five  cents and  the  figures  are  $8,794  05.  We  would  do  that  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  or  course,  if  necessary. 

Question.  Now  turn  your  attention  to  the  bid  for  class  V,  for  the  Brooklyn 
yard,  and  state  whether  there  appear  to  have  been  various  alterations  made 
there,  both  in  the  price  and  in  the  aggregate. 

Answer.  I  would  not  want  to  say  certainly.  There  might  have  been  an 

^teration  in  one  3  which  I  notice,  and  there  certainly  is  an  alteration  in  the 
rooting. 

Question.  Here  is  an  item  of  ten  globe  valves,  two  inch,  with  or  without 
flanges  ;  state  whether  the  price  of  that  appears  to  have  been  altered  or  not. 
Answer.  It  may  have  been  altered. 

Question.  Have  you  an  opinion  on  it  from  the  appearance  of  the  figures  ? 
Answer.  Not  as  clearly  as  in  some  of  the  other  cases.  A  1  may  have  been 
alteied  to  a  2,  but  I  would  not  like  to  express  an  opinion  on  that.  I  can  only 
say  it  may  have  been  altered,  but  it  does  not  appear  so  manifestly. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  five  globe  valves,  five  and  five  and  a  half  inch 
with  or  without  flanges ;  has  there  been  an  alteration  there  ? 

Answer.  There  has  been  an  alteration  in  the  carrying  out. 

Question.  Does  it  appear  to  have  been  $15  carried  out  $75  ? 

Answer.  It  does. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  four  globe  valves,  three  inch,  with  or  without 
flanges  ;  what  does  that  price  appear  to  have  been  at  first  ? 

Answer.  It  looks  as  if  it  was  written  $20  and  altered  to  $45. 

Question.  Does  the  carrying  out  appear  to  have  been  altered  ? 

Answer.  Not  unless  there  has  been  a  1  put  on  so  as  to  make  80  one  hundred 
and  eighty. 

Question.  The  next  item  is  50  cast-iron  flanges,  extfa,  assorted;  how  about 
that  f 

Answer.  That  has  been  changed  in  the  same  way.  The  figure  2  there  looks 
as  it  It  was  9,  but  I  am  not  certain  about  that. 

^  Question.  Do  the  price  and  the  aggregate  both  appear  to  have  been  altered 
in  that  case  ? 

Answer.  I  am  not  clear  that  the  price  has  been  altered,  but  I  am  clear  that 
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the  total  has  been.  I  think  it  possible  that  a  5  which  I  see  here  may  have  been 
originally  a  cypher.  The  aggregate  has  been  changed. 

Question.  Please  state  what  is  the  alteration  made  in  the  aggregate  footing 
and  the  writing. 

Answer.  It  is  written  “  one  thousand  and  five  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents,” 
and  the  figures  are  $1,630  25. 

Question.  Do  the  figures  appear  to  have  been  altered  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  that  was  an  alteration  we  should  have  made,  if  necessary. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  In  regard  to  the  bids  that  came  in  at  this  first  bidding,  those  accepted 
and  those  rejected,  were  there  pencil  marks  on  almost  the  whole  of  them  ? 

Answer.  If  you  will  allow  me  to  do  so,  I  should  like  in  my  testimony  to  make 
a  general  statement  of  all  I  know  about  the  whole  thing. 

Question.  State  all  the  facts  about  the  business. 

Answer.  I  should  like  to  put  on  record  whatever  I  know  about  it.  We  have 
had  two  biddings — one  under  an  advertisement  in  February,  and  the  other  in 
May.  The  bids  under  the  February  advertisement  were  opened  by  the  chief 
of  the  bureau  in  the  presence  of  two  of  us,  and  were  taken  by  me,  locked  up  by 
me,  and  verified  under  my  supervision  The  corrections  that  it  was  necessary 
to  make  according  to  the  prices  we  did  make  without  any  hesitation,  and  gave 
the  contracts  accordingly.  They  were  at  all  times  open  so  that  any  person 
could  come  in  and  examine  them,  and  they  were  examined. 

Mr.  Hale.  Do  you  mean  before  they  were  signed  ] 

The  witness.  After. 

Question.  How  was  it  before  ? 

Answer.  We  did  not  see  them  ourselves,  if  you  mean  the  bids.  They  were 
sealed. 

Mr.  Doolittle.  After  they  were  put  into  your  hands  for  verification  could 
anybody  get  access  to  them  without  your  knowledge  ?  For  instance,  could 
Stover  come  in  and  get  at  his  papers  so  as  that  he  could  change  them  ] 

Answer.  I  was  there  during  office  hours  and  locked  them  up  when  I  went 
away.  They  were  not  put  into  a  burglar-proof  safe. 

Question.  Were  they  placed  so  that  he  or  anybody  could  get  at  them  after 
they  were  in,  so  as  to  change  them  % 

Answer.  I  think  not ;  after  office  hours  the  whole  department  is  in  charge  of 
a  watchman.  '■ 

February  20,  1864. 

Edward  B.  Neally  recalled  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  So  far  as  you  know,  do  you  know  of  any  alteration  whatever  in 
those  bids  which  you  have  brought  to  our  attention,  in  the  column  of  prices,  after 
they  came  into  the  department  ? 

Answer.  I  am  perfectly  certain  that  there  were  none  such. 

Question.  How  are  you  certain  that  there  were  none  % 

Answer.  I  am  morally  certain.  I  am  as  certain  myself  as  I  should  be  if 
they  were  put  into  a  burglar-proof  safe. 

Question.  How  do  you  explain  these  apparent  pencil  marks  and  alterations, 
&c.,  that  appear  on  the  bids  % 

Answer.  Since  I  was  examined  before  I  have  made  an  examination  of  all 
these  bids,  which  I  should  be  willing  to  do  here  before  the  committee  again,  and 
I  find  that  there  are  some  alterations  in  prices  in  bids  on  which  the  parties  did 
not  get  contracts,  as  in  those  on  which  they  did  get  contracts.  I  have  exam¬ 
ined  them  all  in  detail,  in  regard  to  the  parties  charged,  and  I  find  this  to  be 
true,  that  in  the  columns  of  prices  of  the  bids  of  Messrs.  Scofield,  Stover,  Sav 
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age,  and  Collins,  there  are  the  followiug  changes :  In  Scofield’s  bids  there  are 
changes  in  the  columns  of  prices  for  classes  A,  F,  and  R,  at  Philadelphia ;  B, 
C,  E,  F,  R,  V,  and  44X,  at  Brooklyn ;  that  of  those  he  only  got  two,  F  and 
Y,  and  the  explanation  is  that  it  is  hardly  probable  there  could  have  been  col¬ 
lusion  in  all  those  he  did  not  get,  as  in  the  case  of  class  B,  of  Brooklyn,  Mr. 
Scofield’s  bid  of  $3,225  becomes  mere  waste  paper  after  the  bid  of  Mr.  Town¬ 
send,  for  more  than  one  thousand  dollars  less,  is  accepted.  In  the  bids  of  Sav¬ 
age,  I  find  there  are  only  alterations  in  the  prices  of  classes  F  and  L,  at 
Washington,  and  A,  at  Kittery,  in  the  item  of  rivets.  Of  these  he  only  got  a 
contract  for  class  A,  at  Kittery.  In  the  bids  of  Stover,  there  are  changes  in  the 
column  of  prices  in  E,  Q,  26X,  SIX,  33X,  and  44X,  at  Brooklyn,  and  44X,  at 
Boston,  which  he  got,  and  in  28X,  at  Brooklyn,  and  A,  E,  F,  and  R,  at  Kit¬ 
tery,  which  he  did  not  get.  In  the  bids  of  Collins,  there  are  changes  in  class 
F,  Kittery ;  F,  R,  and  44X,  at  Boston ;  K,  R,  31X,  33X,  and  38X,  at  Brook¬ 
lyn;  26X  and  R,  at  Washington;  and  Q  and  R,  at  Philadelphia;  and  yet  Col¬ 
lins  &  Co.,  though  they  bid  for  almost  every  class,  only  got  a  contract  for  one 
class.  -These  changes  in  the  prices  were  made  by  the  bidders  themselves  be¬ 
fore  the  bids  were  put  in.  The  general  rough  appearance  of  the  bids  was  noticed 
at  the  time  of  the  opening,  and  one  or  tw'o  errors  of  computation  were  discovered. 
This  is  not  unusual.  You  will  find  it  so  at  every  bidding.  When  I  speak  of 
changes  I  mean  alterations  in  the  bids  as  they  were  originally  put  down  on  the 
paper.  There  appear  to  have  been  changes  in  the  prices  as  they  were  origi¬ 
nally  written. 

Question.  Has  your  attention  been  called  to  the  kind  of  ink  and  the  hand  in 
which  these  changes  were  made,  as  compared  with  the  ink  in  which  the  signa¬ 
ture  of  the  bidder  was'  written  ? 

Answer.  That  would  not  prove  anything ;  but  I  have  noticed  that  there  are 
two  kinds  of  ink  on  the  bids. 

Question.  But  did  you  notice  whether  the  ink  in  which  the  bidder  signed  his 
name  and  the  handwriting  of  the  signature  corresponded  with  the  ink  with 
which,  and  the  hand  in  which,  the  changes  were  made 

Answer.  I  have  not  compared  that.  T’he  bidder  might  have  signed  the  bid 
before  he  made  the  changes,  or  afterwards.  You  find  that  those  changes 
are  usual  in  all  the  bids  in  all  the  bureaus — perhaps  changed  by  the  party  just 
before  he  put  them  in.  To  show  the  committee  how  much  injustice  might  be 
done  to  a  bureau  in  a  case  of  suspicion,  I  wish  to  allude  to  one  case  particularly. 
At  the  June  lettings  50,000  pounds  of  copper  were  called  for  at  the  Washington 
yard,  in  the  schedide  for  which  Mr.  Savage  put  in  a  bid,  and  it  was  footed 
$15,975,  which  footing  was  read  and  taken  down  by  the  bidders  who  were 
present.  That  would  have  been  31^j^  cents  a  pound.  After  the  bids  were 
opened,  in  the  presence  of  the  bidders,  Mr.  Savage  stepped  forward  and  said  to 
the  chief  of  the  bureau  that  just  before  putting  his  bid  in  he  had  concluded  to 
lessen  the  price  of  his  copper  one  cent  a  pound,  making  it  30j®^  cents  a  pound, 
which  made  the  aggregate  $15,475.  The  chief  of  the  bureau  and  the  bidders 
looked  at  it  and  found  it  was  so,  ajid  a  note  was  made  for  it  to  be  corrected 
accordingly.  At  $15,975  there  would  have  been  another  bidder  below  him  at 
$15,750,  but  this  correction  that  was  made  made  Mr.  Savage  the  lowest  bidder, 
his  bid  being  then  $15,475.  These  bids  having  been  locked  in  the  Secretary’s 
safe  all  the  time  before  they  were  opened,  and  attention  having  been  called  to 
this  bid  as  soon  as  it  was  opened,  there  was  no  possibility  of  any  collusion ; 
but  otherwise,  it  might  have  been  and  probably  would  have  been  charged,  and 
it  would  have  been  exceedingly  difficult  for  the  bureau  to  meet  it. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  When  did  you  say  that  alteration  was  made  in  Savage’s  bid ,? 

Answer.  Mr.  Savage  said  it  had  been  done  before  the  bid  was  put  in.  It 
appealed  a  plain  scratch,  the  1  in  the  price  31^^q  cents  a  chnged  to  cipaher. 
Rep.  No.  99 - 7 
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Question.  When  did  Mr.  Savage  make  that  statement  ] 

Answer.  At  the  time  the  bidders  were  there,  and  as  soon  as  the  opening  was 
closed. 

Question.  How  did  it  appear  by  the  bid  as  it  then  was  ]  Was  the  bid  cor¬ 
rected  then  by  that  statement  ? 

Answer.  The  bid  was  corrected  in  the  price,  but  not  in  the  carrying  out. 

Question.  l)o  you  mean  that  the  bid  was  corrected  at  that  time  ? 

Answer.  No ;  the  bid  was  30y%^o  cents  in  the  column  of  prices.  The  cor¬ 
rection  had  been  made  in  the  price  but  not  in  the  carrying  out,  so  that  the 
aggregate  appeared  to  be  $15,975,  and  he  wished  us  to  verify  it  on  the  principle 
laid  down  that  the  column  of  prices  was  to  be  the  standard. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Your  expression  perhaps  leaves  it  doubtful  whether  the  correction 
in  the  price  was  made  after  the  bids  were  opened,  or  did  he  say  then  that  he 
had  corrected  it  just  before  he  put  in  the  bid  ] 

Answer.  He  said  he  had  corrected  it  just  before  he  put  it  in. 

Question.  Was  the  paper  altered  in  the  price  there  after  it  was  opened  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  the  bureau  had  no  right  to  change  the  price.  He  stated 
that  he  had  done  it  before  he  put  it  in,  and  he  wanted  the  aggregate  corrected 
to  correspond. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  You  say  Mr.  Savage  called  attention  to  that,  and  asked  that  it 
might  be  corrected  ? 

Answer.  He  asked  that  the  footing  might  be  corrected. 

Question.  Will  you  state  whether  Mr.  Savage  mentioned  any  other  bids  of 
his  where  the  price  had  been  altered,  and  asked  that  the  footing  should  be  made 
to  correspond  ] 

Answer.  He  did  not. 

Question.  Will  you  state  whether  or  not  you  found  a  great  many  bids  of 
Mr.  Savage  where  the  price  had  been  altered  either  before  or  after  they  were 
put  in,  and  the  footing  had  not  been  altered  to  correspond  ? 

Answer.  Not  a  great  many.  I  have  given  you  those  here  of  the  February 
letting. 

Question.  Were  there  not  many  ? 

The  witness.  Where  do  you  mean  ? 

Mr.  Hale.  I  mean  just  what  is  seen  here  in  this  bid.  Were  there  not  a 
great  many  cases  where  Savage’s  bids  had  been  altered  in  the  price  without 
altering  the  aggregate  ] 

Answer.  I  think  there  were  a  great  many  such  cases  as  that. 

Question.  In  Savage’s  bids  ? 

Answer.  In  Savage’s  bids. 

Question.  Did  he  call  attention  to  any  of  them  except  this  one  h 

Answer.  I  never  knew  him  to  do  it. 

Question.  Was  his  attention  called  to  thfe  ? 

Answer.  No ;  he  never  was  present. 

Question.  Was  he  not  present  when  the  bids  were  opened  ? 

Answer.  They  were  not  verified  that  day.  I  do  not  know  any  other  case 
where  it  would  have  put  him  under,  where  he  appeared  to  be  above. 

Question.  Were  there  not  cases,  where  Savage  was  the  only  bidder,  where 
these  alterations  were  frequently  made  which  carried  his  bids  very  much  higher  1 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  of  such. 

Question.  Do  you  not  know  of  any  case  where  Savage  was  the  only  bidder, 
and  these  alterations  appeared  on  the  bids  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  of  a  contmct  given  to  him  where  he  was  the  only 
bidder. 
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Question.  No  matter  about  a  contract:  was  there  any  such  bid  of  his  where 
these  alterations  appear  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  of  any  such  bid. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Will  you  state  the  practical  mode  of  receiving  and  opening  the 
bids  in  your  bureau  ? 

Answer.  They  are  sent  in  the  mail  to  the  chief  of  the  bureau,  directed  to 
him,  taken  charge  of  by  him  until  the  opening,  put  into  one  of  his  drawers,  I 
think,  and  opened  by  him  in  the  presence  of  two  clerks..  At  the  first  bidding, 
these  two  clerks  were  Mr.  Murdock  and  myself;  at  the  second  bidding,  Mr. 
Deeble  and  myself. 

Question.  Were  the  bidders  present  also  at  the  opening? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  at  both  the  openings — not  all  of  them,  but  a  good  many. 
There  was  a  large  crowd  present  at  the  second  opening.  There  were  but  very 
few  present  at  the  first. 

Question.  At  the  time  those  bids  were  opened  were  alterations  observed  on 
them,  where  the  figures  had  been  written  in  the  first  place  and  then  altered  ? 
Did  you  take  any  notice  of  that  ? 

Answer.  The  rough  appearance  of  the  bids  was  noticed — the  fact  that  there 
were  changes  of  some  kind ;  I  do  not  know  what,  particularly.  Mr.  Isherwood 
remarked  it. 

Question.  Did  you  look  at  the  papers  yourself? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  I  took  them  on  the  scale  as  Mr.  Isherwood  read  them  off. 

Question.  In  what  respect  did  Mr.  Isherwood  remark  something  abQAit  their 
rough  appearance  ? 

Answer.  The  figures  fixed  up,  dirty  looking  ones. 

Question.  Do  you  mean  that  the  figures  had  been  written  over  and  altered 
with  a  pen  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  some  with  erasures,  some  without  erasures,  and  some 
where  pencil  marks  had  been  written  over  with  ink.  All  these  were  noticed  at 
the  time.  I  cannot  testify  as  to  any  particular  one,  but  the  general  rough 
appearance  of  the  bids  as  though  they  had  beeh  gotten  up  in  all  sorts  of  ways 
was  noticed. 

Question.  Now  what  do  you  know  about  their  being  a  combination  between 
certain  contractors,  for  instance.  Savage,  Scofield,  Collins,  and  Stover  ? 

Answer.  Forbes,  too,  has  been  charged  as  being  connected  with  them.  I  want 
to  say  that  the  bureau  has  no  knowledge  whatever  of  such  a  combination,  and 
if  it  had  it  is  powerless  to  resist  it.  As  long  as  A,  B,  and  0  put  in  their  bids 
in  proper  form,  with  proper  guarantees,  the  law  gives  no  discretion  about  receiv¬ 
ing  their  bids.  But  if  there  is  such  a  combination,  it  works  no  injury  to  the 
hona  fide  bidder,  because  he  has  a  right  to  put  in  such  a  bid  as  he  pleases,  to 
be  present  there  when  it  is  opened,  and  to  inspect  it,  which  the  bidders  have 
done  at  these  general  openings,  and  done  so  far  as  to  put  down  the  column  of 
prices  in  their  note  books  in  full,  and  the  bids  are  at  all  times  open  to  public 
examination,  and  annually  the  accepted  bids — the  contracts— are  published  in 
detail. 

Question.  You  say  that  such  combinations  cannot  impose  on  hona  fide 
bidders  ? 

Answer.  I  do. 

Question.  Cannot  these  combinations,  by  getting  up  fictitious  bidders,  by  get¬ 
ting  some  irresponsible  person  to  put  in  a  bid  lower  than  any  which  a  bona  fide 
bidder  would  put  in,  drive  the  honest  bidder  out  ?  Could  they  not,  in  that  way, 
procure  the  acceptance  of  a  fictitious  bid,  and  they  become  responsible  for  it, 
and  make  it  good,  and  in  that  way  drive  out  hona  fide  bidders  altogether  ?  . 

Answer.  A  man  puts  in  a  bid.  If  anybody  fills  the  contract  under  it,  and 


100 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


makes  it  good,  Ido  not  see  that  the  government  loses  anything ;  but  the  only 
way  in  which  persons  could  be  imposed  upon  by  a  fictitious  bidder,  where  the 
full  face  of  the  thing  is  required,  is  by  his  putting  in  a  bid  which  he  does  not 
mean  to  execute,  and  then  it  becomes  optional  with  the  parties  above  to  accept 
or  not.  They  are  not  bound  to  fill  out  a  contract  on  the  basis  of  their  bids  after 
the  thing  has  been  declared  in  favor  of  somebody  else.  On  the  supposition  that 
there  was  a  combination  between  Stover,  Savage,  Collins,  Scofield,  and  Forbes, 
you  will  find  by  an  examination  of  the  bids  that  wherever  another  party  has 
.come  in  and  bid  against  the  combination,  he  has  generally  beaten  them,  so  that 
the  combination  cannot  work  any  injury  to  a  bona  fide  bidder.  For  instance, 
in  class  E,  at  Kittery,  there  are  only  two  bidders  against  the  combination,  and 
one  of  them  got  the  contract.  In  class  R,  at  Kittery,  John  H.  Baileybid  *$509, 
while  Mr.  Savage  is  the  next  bidder  above  at  $1,107.  In  class  0,  at  Charlestown, 
where  outsiders  come  in,  they  beat  them ;  Oakman  &  Eldridge  beat  them  in 
class  T  ;  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  beat  them  in  class  F,  and  so  I  might  go  through 
with  a  great  many  and  show  that  generally  wherever  any  party  opposes  this  so- 
called  combination  he  beats  them.  There  were  fifty  bids  accepted  ;  that  is  all 
except  one  for  stationery,  at’ Washington,  where  this  combination  did  not  bid  ; 
and  out  of  those  there  were  ninteen  where  they  were  the  only  bidders,  and  of 
the  remaining  thirty-one  where  they  met  with  competition,  they  only  won  thir¬ 
teen  and  lost  eighteen ;  or  adding  up  the  whole  number  of  their  bids,  out  of 
seventy-six  bids  the  combination  won  13,  or  16  per  cent.,  and  outsiders  out  of 
forty-nine  bids  won  18,  or  35  per  cent. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Does  your  analysis  extend  to  showing  the  average  prices  where 
there  was  no  bidder  against  them,  and  where  there  was  % 

Answer.  I  took  the  whole  number  of  bids.  I  took  out  the  nineteen  bids 
where  they  were  the  only  bidders,  and  made  the  analysis  with  regard  to  those 
where  there  was  competition. 

Question.  How  were  the  prices  where  they  were  the  only  bidders  ? 

Answer.  Their  prices  were  sometimes  high  in  those  cases  where  they  were 
the  only  bidders ;  but  those  parties  that  bid  high  where  they  got  the  contracts, 
bid  high  also  where  they  lost  them. 

Question.  How  high  were  some  of  those  classes  where  those  men  were  the  only 
bidders'?  Were  there  any  as  high  as  1,000  per  cent,  above  the  market  price? 

The  witness.  Of  a  whole  class? 

Mr.  Hale.  No  ;  any  considerable  portion  of  a  class. 

Answer.  I  do  not  know.  The  screw  wrenches  have  been  charged  to  be  so. 

Question.  Were  there  any  cases,  where  they  were  the  only  bidders,  where  the 
price  of  the  class  was  100  per  cent,  above  the  market  price? 

Answer.  I  think  there  were ;  but  I  do  not  know  what  they  were,  except  what 
is  charged  in  the  pamphlet.  I  am  not  familiar  with  prices. 

Question.  You  have  undertaken  to  give  your  testimony  as«to  prices? 

Answer.  I  want  to  give  you  in  regard  to  these  bids  only.  Taking  this  as  a 
basis,  ft  is  charged,  for  instance,  that  classes  A  and  F,  at  Kittery,  were  given  out 
at  high  prices.  What  I  mean  to  say  is,  that  these  same  parties  who  bid  high  for 
what  they  got  bid  high  for  what  they  did  not  get,  as  in  class  R,  at  Kittery,  the 
contract  for  wdiich  John  H.  Bailey  got  at  $509,  while  Mr.  Savage’s  bid  was  over 
150  per  cent,  above  that — $1,107.  For  class  D,  at  Boston,  Scofield  bids  $5,000, 
when  the  lowest  bid  was  $1,900,  and  it  is  so  through  all  this  class.  For  class 
36X,  at  Boston,  Banker  &  Carpenter  bid  $200 ;  Scofield  $230  ;  Collins  $288 ; 
Adams  $320,  and  Forbes  $320.  For  class  T,  at  that  yard,  Collins  bid  $1,200 ; 
Forbes  $1,500  ;  Scofield  $1,800 ;  and  Oakman  &  Eldridge  $5,550.  Messrs. 
Smith  Brothers  make  a  charge  that  they  could  have  bid  at  100  per  cent,  less, 
but  the  bureau  had  nothing  to  do  with  that ;  they  only  bid  for  two  classes,  and 
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got  them  both.  To  show  what  injustice  might  be  done,  I  wish  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  to  two  classes.  He^e  is  class  R,  at  Kittery,  for  which  Mr. 
Bailey  got  the  contract  at  $509 ;  the  next  bidder  was  Mr.  Savage,  at  $1,107  ; 
if  Mr.  Bailey  had  not  hid,  the  contract  would  have  been  given  to  the  next  bid¬ 
der  at  more  than  double  that  amount,  so  that  Mr.  Bailey  has  saved  the  bureau 
from  another  charge  in  the  pamphlet  alluded  to,  of  giving  out  a  contract  at  more 
than  100  per  cent,  above  a  fair  price.  The  same  thing  is  true  in  regard  to  class 
T,  at  Charlestown,  where  the  contract  was  given  at  $550 ;  and  if  those  parties 
who  got  it  had  not  bid,  it  would  have  been  given  to  Mr.  Collins  at  $1,200,  or^ 
nearly  150  per  cent,  advance  on  the  bid  of  Oakman  &  Eldridge. 

Question.  How  was  it  with  the  wrench  contract ;  was  Savage  the  only  bidder 
there? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  Collins,  Stover,  and  Savage  were  the  bidders  for  that? 

Question.  Were  not  the  prices  at  which  that  contract  was  awarded  to  Savage 
higher  than  any  bid  rejected  for  fictitious  prices  ? 

Answer.  There  was  no  bid  rejected  by  us  for  fictitious  prices  until  after  we 
found  that  we  had  made  a  mistake.  After  we  found  that  we  had  made  a  mistake 
in  one  particular,  and  given  the  contract  to  the  wrong  man,  we  considered  that 
the  next  bidder  above  had  fictitious  prices,  and  his  bid  was  thrown  out  after 
consultation. 

Question.  What  do  you  understand  by  fictitious  prices  ? 

Answer.  Something  that  is  ridiculous ;  for  instance,  half  a  cent  for  pig  iron. 

Question?  Suppose  the  bid  as  is  much  above  as  that  would  be  below  the  regular 
price,  what  then? 

Answer.  “Fictitious  prices’’  have  no  application  to  these  contracts  that  I  can 
see. 

Question.  That  is  nett  an  answer.  I  asked  you  what  you  consider  a  fictitious 
price.  You  said  where  it  is  ridiculous;  as  for  instance,  half  a  cent  a  pound  for 
anything  that  is  worth  ten  cents.  Then  I  ask  you  if  a  price  that  much  higher 
than  the  market  price  is  not  fictitious  ? 

Answer.  If  the  word  “fictitious”  means  “false,”  it  goes  up  as  well  as  down. 
I  mean  to  say  we  did  not  throw  out  any  bids  for  fictitious  prices  at  first. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle: 

Question.  Is  there  anything  you  wish  to  explain  in  regard  to  the  pencil  marks  ? 

Answer.  What  I  mean  to  say  is,  that  there  are  a  great  many  bids  in  which 
the  prices  appear  at  first  to  have  been  in  pencil  marks  and  inked  afterwards. 
You  will  find  that  that  is  very  common  in  all  the  bids.  It  is  probably  because  they 
only  have  one  copy  of  the  schedule,  and  make  their  first  rough  computation  upon 
it  in  pencil.  The  bids  of  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.,  who  prefer  charges 
against  this  bureau,  have  these  same  pencil  marks.  If  there  is  any  explanation 
required  in  regard  to  the  fluctuation  in  the  oil  prices  at  the  different  yards  I  can 
give  it. 

Mr.  Doolittle.  You  can  state  that. 

The  witness.  The  explanation  could  be  given  more  fully  by  the  command¬ 
ant  of  the  yard,  or  the  navy  agent,  who  have  the  business  part  of  these  things 
to  carry  out.  I  want  it  noticed  that  there  is  the  same  low  price  at  particular 
yards  at  all  the  biddings.  For  instance,  they  bid  uniformly  low  at  New  York, 
and  uniformly  high  at  Washington.  The  explanation  of  that  is,  that  there  are 
scarcely  any  shipments  made  from  Washington  to  the  squadrons,  and  the  largest 
amount  of  shipments  are  made  from  New  York,  and  the  preference  in  the  open 
purchases  is  understood  to  be  given  to  the  contractor,  so  that,  perhaps,  he  might 
be  willing  to  lose  money  on  his  contract  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  open  pur¬ 
chases  ;  for  instance,  Mr.  Stover  might  have  been  willing  to  lose  the  money 
which  he  would  lose  on  5,000  gallons  of  sperm  oil,  at  $1  10,  when  he  could  get 


102 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


/ 


the  shipments  for  which  purchases  were  made  in  the  open  market  amounting 
sometimes  to  50,000  gallons. 

Question.  And  those  purchases  are  at  the  market  price? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Explain  right  there  why,  when  you  make  all  your  shipments  from 
New  York  for  the  various  stations,  you  advertise  for  so  small  a  quantity  there 
as  5,000  gallons  ? 

Answer.  That  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  at  the  bureau,  though,  perhaps, 
the  bureau  ought  to  exercise  a  greater  supervision.  We  write  instructions  to 
the  commandants  of  the  yards  to  have  estimates  prepared  of  the  quantities  they 
will  probably  require.  They  send  on  these  schedules,  and  we  get  them  printed, 
and  receive  bids  for  them.  It  is  the  commandant  who  makes  the  estimates. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle: 

Question.  Who  was  the  commandant  of  the  New  York  navy  yard  when  the 
5,000  gallons  were  wanted  ? 

Answer.  Bear- Admiral  Paulding  has  been  commandant  there  for  more  than 
the  life  of  our  bureau.  In  regard  to  one  party  being  agent  for  another,  which 
has  been  stated,  there  is  no  information  whatever  on  the  fies  of  the  bureau  about 
it,  and  it  would  not  tolerate  such  a  thing.  It  deals  ^ith  nobody  but  the  con¬ 
tractors  directly.  It  has  been  said  in  a  pamphlet  that  in  these  Jdarch  bids 
Messrs.  Savage  and  Scofield  were  partners  together.  Whether  that  be  true 
or  not  makes  no  difference,  because  they  did  not  bid  at  the  same  yards.  Mr. 
Savage  bid  only  at  Kittery  and  Washington,  and  Mr.  Scofield  at  the  others. 

■  By  Mr.  Hale:  ■  * 

Question.  Have  Savage  and  Scofield  been  bidders  for  a  long  time? 

Answer.  All  those  parties  who  are  charged  with  being  in  the  combination 
are  old  bidders  at  the  Bureau  of  Construction. 


Testimony  of  Charles  A.  Secor. 

February  18,  1864. 

Charles  A.  Secor  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  State  what  your  business  is,  where  you  reside,  and  what  firm  you 
belong  to. 

Answer.  I  represent  my  brother,  Zeno  Secor,  of  the  firm  of  Secor  &  Co.,  in 
his  matters  here  and  generally.  I  am  not  in  partnership  with  him. 

Question.  State  whether  or  not,  as  representing  your  brother,  you  have  done 
anything  with  or  for  the  Navy  Department. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  State  what  your  business  connexions  with  the  Navy  Department 
have  been,  and  when  they  commenced. 

Answer.  Years  ago  we  built  dry  docks  for  the  government. 

Question.  We  confine  the  question  to  your  connexion  with  the  department 
since  the  beginning  of  this  administration. 

Answer.  In  1860  we  had  a  contract  for  some  supplies  of  the  navy  in  the 
winter,  amounting  to  about  $8,000.  I  came  on  here  in  1861,  because  they  were 
asking  us  to  furnish  without  regard  to  limit,  and  the  prices  rose  so  speedily  and 
„  wonderfully  that  there  was  money  to  be  lost  on  it.  I  went  to  Mr.  Lenthall  and 
tried  to  make  some  arrangement  with  him,  but  I  could  not.  We  supplied 
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•  S48,000  Trorth  of  goods  under  a  contract  which  called  for  about  $8,000  worth. 
My  brother  being  a  ship-carpenter  and  ship-builder,  I  applied,  on  his  advice, 
for  a  vessel  of  the  same  class  that  Ericsson  was  building,  and  on  the  same 
terms.  I  went  to  see  him  about  it,  and  we  made  estimates,  as  far  as  we  could, 
and  we  took  the  contract  and  built  the  Weehawken.  We  afterwards  took  the 
contract  and  built  the  Camanche.  Then  there  was  an  advertisement  for  nine 
vessels,  which  are  being  built,  and  we  took  the  contract  under  that  advertise¬ 
ment  for  thre^  of  them — the  Mahopac,  the  Tecumseh,  and  the  Manhattan. 
They  are  about  being  finished,  and  the  Tecumseh  will  be  out  this  week. 
Afterwards  we  took  one  of  the  double-enders. 

Question.  Go  back  to  the  Weehawken.  What  was  the  price  for  her?  ^ 

Answer.  Four  hundred  thousand  dollars  was  to  be  paid  for  her,  according  to 
the  plans  of  the  Monitor.  She  was  to  go  about  seven  knots  an  hour,  I  think. 

Question.  Was  the  price  dependent  upon  the  speed? 

Answer,  It  was  not;  for  we  got  the  plans,  and  we  paid  Captain  Ericsson 
'  one  per  cent.,  $4,000,  for  the  plans.  It  appears  the  government  adopted  his 
plans,  and  therefore  the  responsibility  of  speed  was  not  on  us.  We  built  her 
in  five  months  and  a  half. 

Question.  How  was  it  about  getting  your  pay  ? 

Answer.  They  kept  back  25  per  cent.,  and  Commodore  Rodgers  started 
with  her,  and  took  her  to  Fortress  Monroe.  The  night  before  she  arrived  there 
was  a  terribly  stormy  night.  I  was  awake  here  all  night  at  the  hotel.  I  feared 
that  she  had  gone  down.  In  the  morning  I  went  up  to  the  department  and 
saw  the  Secretary.  He  said  that  there  was  some  news  that  one  of  the  boats 
had  arrived  at  Fortress  Monroe.  I  of  course  was  very  anxious,  and  staid 
around  until  they  got  another  despatch.  They  got  one  from  Commodore  Rod¬ 
gers,  which  stated  that  she  had  arrived  there  all  right,  and  well.  They  thought 
that  was  trial  enough  for  the  machinery,  and  they  paid  me  the  per-centage  that 
had  been  kept  back. 

I  will  state  further,  that  in  building  this  vessel  Captain  Ericsson  changed 
the  plans  of  the  port-stoppers  and  various  things  of  that  kind.  The  bill  for 
changes  of  the  old  Monitor  plan,  the  turret  and  the  machinery,  amounted  to 
about  $30,000.  Mr.  Lenthall  cut  that  down  to  $22,000,  or  rather  the  board 
did,  which  was  composed  of  Mr.  Stimers,  Captain  Gregory,  and  those  gentle¬ 
men.  Then  they  agreed  to  pay  us,  if  we  worked  nights  and  Sundays,  and 
kept  our  machinery  all  going  to  get  the  vessel  done  speedily ;  they  agreed  to 
pay  us  the  excess  for  that;  that  is,  deducting  five-eighths  of  that  time  to  go  for 
the  benefit  of  the  contract,  we  were  to  be  paid  back  the  extra  wages  we  paid 
for  the  three-eighths,  but  we  have  never  got  that  money  yet.  It  amounted  to 
some  $32,000. 

Question.  State  if  you  have  ever  paid  any  consideration  to  anybody  for  get¬ 
ting  your  requisitions  through  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  made  any  presents  to  anybody  ? 

Answer.  I  came  on  here  when  I  had  bills  for  the  repairs  of  some  vessels  in 
1861 ;  the  bills  were  quite  heavy,  amounting,  I  think,  to  $60  000.  Mr.  John 
J.  Cisco,  the  assistant  treasurer  at  New  York,  was  here,  and  I  asked  him  if  he 
would  speak  to  some  of  the  gentlemen  around  the  Treasury  Department  to  aid 
me  in  getting  some  money  which  I  wanted  very  much.  He  went  and  spoke  to 
Mr.  Henderson  and  Mr.  Harrington.  Mr.  Henderson  appeared  to  take  a  great 
deal  of  pains,  and  helped  me  through  with  the  requisition.  In  about  two  weeks 
after  that  I  sent  him  some  cigars  and  a  little  wine.  I  do  not  know  that  he 
knows,  where  they  came  from.  The  cost  of  them,  I  believe,  was  about  $100. 
That  is  the  only  transaction  I  ever  had  with  him  or  anybody  else  in  reference  to 
getting  requisitions  or  money.  I  went  to  the  Secretary  himself,  and  asked 
him,  and  I  went  also  to  Mr.  Fox,  and  Mr.  Faxon,  and  Mr.  Stickney,  but  I  have 
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never  given  them  a  penny.  I  have  paid  gentlemen  here,  agents  while  I  was 
away.  I  have  paid  Mr.  North  and  Mr.  Scott,  who  were  not  in  any  office,  $40 
for  a  bill  of  $40,000,  which  I  thought  they  earned,  because  they  were  attending 
to  our  business.  I  knew  Mr.  North  a  good  while;  and  I  knew  Mr.  Scott,  and 
knew  his  father;  was  very  intimate  with  him  a  great  many  years  ago. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  pay  anything  to  Faxon  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir,  not  a  dollar. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  make  him  any  present  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  tell  anybody  that  you  had  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  ' 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  Faxon  ever  got  any  of  your  requisitions 
put  through  1 

Answer.  No,  sir;  but  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  he  has  given  me  a  line 
to  the  Treasury  Department,  and  so  the  Secretary  has  too,  and  Mr.  Fox  has. 

Question.  What  was  the  purport  of  those  lines  that  you  received  from  Faxon, 
from  Fox,  and  from  the  Secretary  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  tell.  I  did  not  look  at  them. 

Question.  How  do  you  know  that  F'axon’s  line  was  at  the  request  of  the 
Secretary  ? 

Answer.  He  told  me  it  was.  I  applied  to  the  Secretary,  and  he  sent  me  to 
Mr.  I^'axon,  or  to  Mr.  F'ox,  or  to  Mr.  Stickney. 

Question.  You  say  that  Faxon  gave  you  a  line  to  the  warrant  officer  of  the 
Treasury  Department  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  or  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  I  do  not  know  which 
it  was. 

Question.  What  was  it  about  ? 

Answer.  It  was  for  me  to  get  the  money  on  our  bills. 

Question.  What  was  the  line  that  Faxon  gave  you  ? 

Answer.  Merely  to  expedite  my  getting  the  money  for  our  bills,  which  always 
had  the  preference  he  told  me,  as  they  wanted  the  iron-clad  vessels  built  quick. 

Question.  How  do  you  know  tha1>it  was  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  that 
Faxon  gave  you  those  lines  'I 

Answer.  I  went  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  myself  twice  or  three  times. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Was  this  while  you  were  going  on  with  your  contracts  to  build 
the  vessels  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  You  say  you  went  to  the  Secretary;  what  then? 

Answer.  I  applied  to  him,  and  told  him  we  were  suffering  for  the  want  of 
money  to  go  on  with  our  work,  and  asked  him  if  he  would  not  aid  us  in  getting 
it  through.  He  said  yes ;  and  told  me  to  go  to  Mr.  Faxon,  or  Mr.  Fox,  or  Mr. 
Stickney,  as  the  case  was. 

Question.  You  went  then  to  Faxon  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  What  did  you  tell  Faxon  ? 

Answer,  I  asked  him  if  he  would  not  go  over,  or  if  he  would  not  give  me  a 
line  to  the  Treasury  Department,  so  that  I  could  get  our  bills  through,  and  he 
did  so. 

Question.  Which  did  he  do — Did  he  give  you  a  line,  or  go  over  to  the 
Treasury  Department  ? 

Answer.  Sometimes  he  said  he  was  going  to  have  business  over  there  and 
would  go  himself,  and  sometimes  he  gave  me  a  line. 

Question.  How  often  did  he  give  you  a  line  ? 
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Answer.  Twice,  I  think. 

Question.  How  many  times  did  lie  go  ] 

Answer.  Three  or  four  times.  You  understand  that  our  business  has  been 
very  heavy  in  these  contracts,  and  sometimes  we  are  suffering,  as  we  are  now. 
The  Navy  Department  are  keeping  hack  our  money  in  a  very  unjust  and  unfair 
manner,  as  I  think. 

Question.  When  Faxon  went  over  to  the  Treasury  Department,  did  he  go 
with  you  1 

Answer.  He  did  not  go  with  me.  He  said  he  would  go  over,  he  had  some 
business  there,  and  was  going  to  see  about  getting  some  money  for  the  navy 
yards,  or  for  labor,  or  something  of  that  kind,  that^ad  to  be  paid. 

Question.  Then  you  did  not  go  with  him  ? 

Answer.  I  never  went  with  him. 

Question,  How  soon  did  you  get  the  money  after  Faxon  went  over  ? 

Answer.  Sometimes  one  day,  or  two  days,  or  three  days,  or  four  days,  as 
the  case  might  be. 

Question.  Was  it  ever  longer  than  four  days  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir  ;  sometimes  it  was  two  weeks. 

Question.  I  mean  after  Faxon  had  gone  over  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  Mr.  Henderson  said  they  had  not  the  means  to  pay ;  the 
army  must  have  the  preference. 

'  By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  State  what  Mr.  Faxon,  or  Mr.  Fox,  or  Mr,  Welles  told  you  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  rule  that  prevailed  on  the  subject,  if  there  was  any  rule  1 

Answer.  They  told  me  that  the  iron-clad  vessels  had  the  preference  in  getting 
money  next  to  labor  in  the  navy  yards  and  the  pay  of  the  army.  The  army 
comes  first,  the  labor  in  the  navy  yards  next,  and  then  the  iron- clads,  as  they 
wanted  them  so  much;  and  then  they  did  not  pay  us  in  certificates  which  were 
at  a  discount,  but  in  cash. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Do  you  know  H.  D,  Stover  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sk. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  tell  him  that  you  had  made  presents  to  Faxon  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  any  conversation  with  him. about  Faxon? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  I  did.  I  know  him  as  a  machinist,  that  is  all. 
He  is  a  member  of  the  machinists’  association,  and  we  bought  machinery  of  him. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  anything  to  do  with  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  ? 

Answer. 'No,  sir,  and  I  am  very  glad  of  it.  I  was  going  to  have  two  of  those 
large  engines,  but  I  see  that  the  men  are  going  to  lose  about  20  per  cent,  on  them. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  anything  to  do  with  the  Bureau  of  Construction  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  our  contracts  now  are  with  that  bureau. 

Question.  When  did  you  first  begin  to  contract  with  the  Bureau  of  Construc¬ 
tion? 

Answer., In  1861,  I  would  like  to  say  to  the  committee  that  I  was  known 
here,  as  your  chairman,  Mr.  Hale,  has  known  me  for  a  good  many  years  as  con¬ 
nected  with  the  dry  docks  in  connexion  with  Mr.  Daken,  When  I  came  on 
here  I  brought  from  such  houses  as  Gebhardt  &  Schuchardt,  and  Duncan,  Sher¬ 
man  &  Co.,  and  about  forty  presidents  of  our  banks,  and  various  leading  me¬ 
chanics,  letters  stating  that  we  were  parties  who,  if  we  took  hold  to  build  any 
vessels  for  the  government,  would  do  it  with  all  our  might  and  thoroughness ;  and 
that,  I  presume,  is  the  way  Mr.  Welles  was  influenced  to  give  us  this  work. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  made  any  presents  to  anybody  in  the  Bureau  of 
Construction? 
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Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  ever  having  been  made  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  any  bids  having  been  tampered  with  1 

Answer.  I  do  not.  We  have  bid  ourselves  sometimes.  My  sons  are  ship 
chandlers,  and  I  was  a  ship  chandler  proper  myself,  until  I  built  a  railroad  out 
west,  and  then,  of  course,  I  had  enough  to  do  to  attend  to  that.  We  have  put 
in  bids  several  times,  but  have  never  got  any  contracts,  although  the  concern 
has  been  in  the  business  almost  as  long  as  any  house.  My  father  before  me  was 
in  that  business  for  fifty  or  sixty  years. 

Question.  Do  you  know  if  any  presents  having  been  made  to  anybody  in 
either  of  those  bureaus  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  And  you  have  made  none  yourself  ? 

Answer.  None  whatever.  I  did  business  with  that  department  previous  to 
1853  for  a  long  period  of  years.  When  gentlemen  connected  with  it  have  come 
to  New  York,  and  been  a  little  short  of  money,  I  have  loaned  them  some  money 
which  they  have  paid  me.  I  do  not  mean  leading  men,  but  some  of  the  subor¬ 
dinates,  clerks. 

Question.  What  clerks  have  you  loaned  money  to  ? 

Answer.  I  mean  some  of  the  clerks  that  were  in  the  department.  A  gentle¬ 
man,  the  other  day,  lost  $200,  and  came  to  me  and  asked  me  to  loan  him  the 
money,  and  I  did  so.  I  merely  know  him ;  he  knows  my  family  and  I  know 
him.  My  experience  with  the  Navy  Department  has  been  that  they  are  rather 
severe  in  the  line  of  duty,  as  I  have  thought. 

Question.  Is  the  substance  of  the  whole  of  your  testimony  that  you  know  of 
no  unfair  or  improper  practices  either  in  the  bids  or  getting  requisitions  through 
in  any  way  or  manner  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not.  The  only  thing  I  ever  knew  is  what  I  have  told  you. 
That,  feeling  very  much  gratified  with  the  way  Mr.  Heudcrson  treated  me,  I 
sent  him  some  cigars  and  a  little  wine.  He  was  very  kind,  indeed,  and  I 
thought  it  was  a  mere  little  compliment,  not  thinking  there  would  be  any  words 
about  it.  I  have  been  here  a  great  deal  in  my  life,  and  I  have  never  known 
anything  wrong  connected  with  any  officer  of  the  Navy  Department. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  From  the  time  you  took  the  contract  to  which  you  have  alluded 
up  to  the  present  time,  state  whether  the  amount  of  work  wMch  was  being  done 
for  the  government  upon  the  iron-clads  was  very  great  and  pressed  upon  all  the 
great  shops  ? 

Answer.  It  has  been ;  and  that,  and  the  China  work,  and  the  steam  work, 
have  made  prices  almost  fabulous.  The  cost  now  is  entirely  different  from  what 
any  of  us  ever  expected  when  we  took  those  contracts.  Fortunately  for  the  firm 
which  I  represent,  we  went  right  to  work  and  bought  all  the  materials  we  could 
get. 


Testimony  of  Joseph  Pratt. 


February  18,  1864. 

Joseph  Pratt  sworn  and  examined. 

B/  Mr.  'Hale : 

Question.  State  your  name  and  place  of  business. 

Answer.  Joseph  Pratt,  Boston. 
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Question.  Have  you  ever  had  any  contracts  with  the  Navy  Department  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Nor  with  any  of  its  bureaus  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  am  connected  with  some  gentlemen  who  have  a  contract 
for  casting  some  shell  for  the  Ordnance  department,  1  believe  it  is.  I  do  not 
know  whether  you  would  call  that  the  Navy  Department  or  not. 

Mr.  Hale  :  There  is  an  Ordnance  department  in  the  army  and  in  the  navy 
both.  ■  ^ 

The  witness.  We  have  a  contract,  in  connexion  with  Mr.  Matthias  Ellis 
and  Mr.  Everett,  to  make  five  thousand  shells,  2,500  ten-inch  and  2,500  eleven- 
inch,  I  think.  It  was  given  out  by  Mr.  Wise. 

Question.  When  was  that  given  out  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  exactly  the  date.  I  should  think  two  or  three 
months  ago. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  make  any  bids  for  contracts  with  the  Navy  Depart¬ 
ment? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  propose  to  any  party  to  make  bids  ? 

Answer.  I  think  I  may  have  talked  about  it. 

Question.  With  whom  ? 

Answer.  With  different  parties.  I  think  I  have  talked  about  it,  perhaps, 
with  a  good  many  parties,  but  I  never  did  bid.  I  had  in  contemplation  at  one 
time  bidding  for  some  of  the  supplies,  but  finally  concluded  not  to  bid. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  any  talk  with  E.  W.  Smith  about  it  ? 

Answer.  I  think  I  may.  I  think  I  suggested  to  him  at  one  time  that  I 
thought  of  bidding. 

Question.  When  was  that  % 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  when ;  I  do  not  remember  •the  date ;  but  some  little 
time  previous  to  the  bids  or  proposals  that  were  issued  by  the  department  for 
supplying  materialj^ 

Question.  In  what  year  ? 

Answer.  Last  year,  1863. 

Question.  What  was  the  tenor  of  your  conversation  with  him,  or  the  amount 
of  it  ? 

Answer.  As  nearly  as  I  can  recollect  it,  I  proposed  to  go  in  with  him — ^we 
were  in  the  foundry  and  metal  business — -and  perhaps  we  might  work  together 
for  the  mutual  benefit  of  both  parties.  We  made  and  manufactured  a  great 
many  things  that  the  navy  called  for.  I  say  “  we,”  because  I  am  one  of  a  firm, 
and  if  I  had  bid  it  would  have  been  as  a  firm,  or  as  one  of  a  firm,  supposing  that 
the  firm  would  manufacture  those  things.  I  am  of  the  firm  of  Bowers,  Pratt  & 
Co.,  and  we  cast  stoves,  cabooses,  and  various  things  which  the  navy  uses. 

Question.  Confine  yourself  to  the  statement  of  what  occurred  with  Mr.  F.  W. 
Smith, 

Answer.  That  is  as  near  as  I  can  give  it  to  you,  according  to  my  recollec¬ 
tion. 

Question.  When  you  proposed  that  you  and  he  should  go  together  or  should 
unite,  was  there  any  mode  specified  or  suggested  by  which  the  arrangement 
was  to  be  carried  out  ?  \ 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Was  there  anything  said  about  a  commission  to  be  paid  to  any¬ 
body  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Was  there  anything  said  about  “  greasing  the  wheels  ?” 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Neither  at  that  time,  nor  at  any  other  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 
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Question.  Was  there  any  statement  made  that  large  prices  had  been  obtained 
by  paying  a  commission,  or  greasing  the  wheels  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Or  that  they  might  be  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  recollect  commencing  a  conversation  with  Mr.  F.  W.  Smith 
when  Benjamin  Gr.  Smith  and  his  fathet  were  present,  in  their  counting-rdom  ? 

Answer.  I  remember  having  some  conversation  with  him  in  their  counting- 
room  ;  who  was  present  I  do  not  know.  I  think  all  the  conversation  I  ever 
had  there  was  with  Frank  Smith.  I  do  not  remember  having  any  conversation 
with  any  other  party.  There  might  have  been  other  parties  present.  I  am  not 
certain. 

Question.  In  that  conversation  did  you  propose  to  go  to  Washington,  or  New 
York,  or  to  either  of  those  places,  to  make  arrangements  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  go  to  either  of  those  places  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  And  did  not  propose  to  1 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Ira  Murdock,  of  Bridgewater,  Massachusetts  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  I  wish  to  make  a  statement  in  relation  to  my  answer  in 
regard  to  the  conversation  with  Smith  Brothers,  as  it  might  seem  to  conflict 
with  what  I  had  previously  stated. .  I  have  stated  before  that  I  had  a  conver¬ 
sation  with  other  parties,  I  cannot  say  who ;  but  I  never  recollect  having  any 
conversation  with  any  of  the  Smiths  except  Frank  Smith. 

Question.  You  say  you  know  Murdock.  How  long  have  you  known  him  ? 

Answer.  From  his  infancy,  I  should  think. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  he  was  ever  a  clerk  in  the  Bureau  of  En¬ 
gineering  ? 

Answer.  I  have  understood  so. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Farwell,  the  chief  clerk  of  the  Bureau  of  Construc¬ 
tion  ? 

Answer.  I  do.  I  suppose  him  to  be  the  Farwell  I  know. 

Question.  How  long  have  you  known  him  ? 

Answer.  I  have  known  him  since  some  time  last  summer,  I  think. 

Question.  How  did  you  make  his  acquaintance  ? 

Answer.  I  think  I  met  him  for  the  first  time  on  board  a  steamboat  going  to 
New  York.  He  was  with  Mr.  Murdock. 

Question.  Did  Mr.  Murdock  introduce  him  to  you  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Have  you  seen  him  frequently  since  ? 

Answer.  Once  or  twice,  I  think. 

Question.  Do  you  know  his  wife  1 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  I  never  saw  her. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Murdock’s  wife  ? 

Answer.  Well,  sir,  I  think  I  should  know  her.  I  have  seen  her  three  or 
four  times  in  my  life.  My  acquaintance  with  her  is  very  slight.  Perhaps  I 
have  not  had  five  minutes’  conversation  in  my  life  with  her. 

Question.  Have  you  been  employed  by  either  of  those  gentlemen  or  their 
wives  to  do  any  business  for  them  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  / 

Question.  Of  no  kind  ] 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  state  that  you  had  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 
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Question.  Do  you  know  whether  they  have  purchased  any  estates  in  or 
about  Boston  ? 

Answer.  I  understood  so. 

Question.  How  lately? 

Answer.  I  should  think  during  1863,  some  time. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Who  had  purchased  1 

Answer.  Murdock  and  Farwell ;  I  understand  both  of  them.  Mr.  Murdock, 
I  am  very  sure,  has.  I  cannot  say  as  to  Mr.  Farwell. 

By  Mr.  Hale: 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  any  conversation  with  either  of  them  about 
those  estates  ? 

Answer.  No.  sir. 

Question.  How  did  you  learn  that  they  had  purchased  them  ? 

Answer.  It  was  general  report. 

Question.  Do  you  know  where  they  are  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  ‘ 

Question.  State  it,  if  you  please. 

Answer.  They  are  in  Bridgewater. 

Question.  Both  of  them  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  know  anything  about  the  purchases  at  the  time  they  made 
them,  or  either  of  them? 

Answer.  Only  report ;  that  is  all  I  know.  Mr.  Murdock,  I  think,  told  me 
that  he  had  purchased  an  estate.  In  fact  he  wished  me  to  buy  this  estate  that 
Mr.  Farwell  has  ;  and  I  once  went -to  Bridgewater  with  the  idea,  if  it  suited 
me,  of  buying  it.  He  told  me  of  it,  and  I  went  there  and  looked  at  the  house 
and  land. 

Question.  At  what  time  was  that  ? 

Answer.  I  should  think  it  was  in  the  spring  of  1863.  I  could  not  say  when. 
I  did  not  charge  my  memory  with  it.  I  looked  it  over.  The  man  who  owned 
it — Perkins,  I  think,  his  name  was — showed  me  over  the  place  and  told  me  some¬ 
thing  about  the  price. 

By  Mr,  Doolittle : 

Question.  What  was  the  price  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect ;  but  I  should  think  eight  or  nine  or  ten  thousand 
dollars — somewhere  in  that  neighborhood.  The  next  I  heard  about  it  was  that 
Mr.  Farwell  had  bought  it ;  but  I  never  heard  it  from  him.  All  1  know  about 
that  is  hearsay.  At  the  same  time  I  remember  going  to  Mr.  Murdock’s  house 
and  his  showing  me  about  the  premises. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  How  much  of  a  place  was  that  that  you  understood  Farwell  had 
bought  ? 

Answer.  I  should  think  two  or  three  acres  of  land,  for  a  guess.  I  could  not 
say  exactly — a  few  acres ;  there  might  have  been  five  or  six  acres,  or  there 
might  not  have  been  more  than  two.  There  were  very  handsome  grounds  in 
front  of  the  house,  and  it  was  a  pretty  good-looking  place  for  the  country. 

Question.  You  may  state,  because  it  is  familiar  to  you  and  me,  too,  the  dis¬ 
tance  from  Bridgewater  to  Boston. 

Answer.  I  should  think  about  twenty-five  miles. 

Question.  By  rafiroad  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 
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By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Is  it  a  village  ? 

Answer.  It  is  a  country  village. 

By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  There  are  several  Bridgewater  villages.  Is  this  Bridgewater  ? 

Answer.  This  is  Bridgewater.  They  sometimes  call  it  South  Bridgewater, 
but  I  believe  the  post-offic^  address  is  Bridgewater.  Bridgewater  is  divided 
into  four :  east,  west,  north,  and  south. 

Question.  Is  it  on  the  Old  Colony  railroad  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  on  the  Old  Colony  and  Newport  railroad,  as  it  is  now 
called.  They  have  changed  the  name. 

Question.  Did  you  buy  furniture  for  either  of  those  places  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Were  you  applied  to  to  do  so  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Who  occupies  either  of  them  now  ? 

Answer.  I  suppose  their  families  do,  but  I  do  not  know.  Mr.  Murdock  and 
his  family,  I  am  quite  sure,  occupy  his  ? 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  whom  Farwell  bought  1 

Answer.  I  think  the  man’s  name  was  Perkins ;  what  his  Christian  name  was 
I  cannot  say. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  whom  Murdock  bought  ? 

Answer.  He  bought  of  a  man  by  the  name  of  Hunt. 

Question.  Do  you  know  his  Christian  name  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  Were  you  consulted  about  either  of  those  purchases  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  I  understood  you  to  say  you  went  to  look  at  this  house,  which 
Farwell  subsequently  bought,  for  yourself? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Murdock. 

Question.  In  that  suggestion  was  there  any  connexion  with  the  name  of 
Farwell ;  that  you  should  buy  it  for  Farwell  or  for  his  family  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  At  that  time  I  do  not  think  I  had  heard  th^  name  of  Far- 
well,  and  did  not  know  there  was  such  a  man, 

Question.  It  was  before  you  were  introduced  to  him  on  the  steamboat  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Now,  I  wish  to  ask  you  whether,  in  the  conversation  with  Mr. 
Smith,  in  their  counting-room,  you  did  not  say  that  you  were  furnishing  in 
some  way  the  families  of  some  persons  connected  with  the  department,  in 
Bridgewater  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Nothing  of  the  kind? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Nor  any  intimation  of  that  sort? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  never  had  anything  to  do  with  it,  and  do  not  know  the 
families.  I  never  saw  any  of  Mr.  FarwelPs  family  except  himself,  to  my 
knowledge,  in  my  life  ;  and  I  never  saw  Mr.  Murdock’s  wife  but  two  or  three 
times  in  my  life. 

Question.  In  connexion  with  a  declaration  to  Smith  that  there  was  a  way  to 
get  these  contracts  through,  to  grease  the  wheels  and  get  them  through,  was 
there  nothing  of  that  kind  said  or  intimated  by  you  that  you  had  certain  fami¬ 
lies  on  your  hands  and  were  furnishing  them  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  neyer. 
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Question.  Wliat  is  the  name  of  your  firm  ] 

Answer.  Bowers,  Pratt  &  Co. 

Question.  Is  that  an  old  firm  in  Boston  ? 

Answer.  Mr.  Bowers  and  myself  commenced  business  in  Boston  in  1841,  I 
think. 

Question.  Have  you  been  doing  a  large  business  ? 

Answer.  We  keep  from  seventy-five  to  one  hundred  men. 

Question.  What  business  is  Frank  W.  Smith  in  ? 

Answer.  He  is  in  the  hardware  business. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  he  has  ever  had  any  contracts  with  the 
government  ? 

Answer.  I  understood  so. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  a  contract  between  Smith  and  the 
Navy  Department  for  the  delivery  of  iron  ? 

Answer.  I  have  heard  that  he  delivered  iron. 

Question.  Did  you  have  a  conversation  with  him  about  it  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  sell  some  iron  to  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  for  them  to  de¬ 
liver  to  the  Boston  navy  yard  ? 

Answer.  I  sold  some  iron  to  them  through  a  broker  that  I  understood  to  be 
for  the  Boston  or  Charlestown  navy  yard. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  at  what  price  you  sold  it  to  them  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  had  offered  the  same  iron  to  the 
navy  agent  at  Boston  for  a  price  considerably  less  than  you  sold  it  to  the 
Smiths  for  ? 

Answer.  If  I  remember  rightly,  I  think  I  sold  it  to  them  for  one  dollar  per 
ton  more  than  I  offered  it  for  to  the  navy  agent. 

Question.  Do  you  know  how  long  that  was  before  you  sold  to  Smith  ? 

Answer.  I  had  the  order  from  Smith  the  very  same  day.  It  came  through 
a  broker. 

Question.  Did  you  have  a  conversation  with  Smith,  in  which  he  spoke  to  you 
on  the  subject  of  your  offering  it  so  low  to  the  navy  agent  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  with  the  broker.  I  had  no  conversation  with  Smith  about  it. 

Question.  Your  conversation  was  with  the  broker] 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  I  can  state  the  conversation  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect  it. 

Question.  "What  is  that  bFoker’s  name  ] 

Answer.  E.  P.  Cutler. 

Question.  What  did  he  say  about  your  offering  it — I  mean  on  the  subject  of 
the  price  ? 

Answer.  He  said  Mr.  Smith  was  a  good  <deal  excited  (I  do  not  know  that 
that  was  the  word,  but  that  was  the  meaning  of  it)  because  I  had  offered  this 
iron  so  low ;  that  he  did  not  mean  anybody  should  underbid  him ;  he  calcu¬ 
lated  he  could  supply  iron  as  low  as  anybody ;  or  something  like  that. 

Question.  Was  there  anything  said  that  ff  you  had  not  offered  it  so  low  he 
could  have  got  a  great  deal  more  for  it  ? 

Answer  I  think  there  was. 

Question.  What  was  said  on  that  point  of  price  ? 

Answer.  This  broker  said  ;  “  Why  do  you  put  it  so  low  ]  They  have  been 
paying  more  than  that  for  iron.”  If  you  wish  me,  I  can  go  back  and  state  the 
whole  transaction,  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect  it. 

Mr.  Doolittle.  I  do  not  want  to  make  it  too  long.  We  are  looking  into 
this  matter  a  little  to  see  if  we  can  understand  how  it  is  that  what  we  think 
are  too  high  prices  are  sometimes  put  upon  the  Navy  Department.  We  want 
to  get  at  this  that  we  may  know  how  to  prevent  it. 

The  witness.  Mr.  Norton,  the  navy  agent,  came  into  our  office  and  said  that 


112 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


he  wanted  some  cheap  iron  for  ballast,  I  think,  and  I  told  him  1  had  no  such 
iron  as  he  wanted,  but  sug;gested  to  him  that  it  would  be  better  to  purchase 
number  one  iron,  which,  when  there  was  no  further  use  for  it  for  ballast,  could 
be  used  for  manufacturing  purposes.  He  replied  that  he  thought  that  was  a 
good  idea  himself;  but  inasmuch  as  he  had  purchased  a  few  days,  or  a  short 
time  previously,  some  iron  for  the^same  purpose  at  a  less  cost  than  I  asked  for 
this  Scotch  iron,  he  thought  he  would  have  to  make  an  explanation,  and  that 
would  cause  a  good  deal  of  trouble  and  fuss,  and  that  if  he  could  get  the  cheap 
iron  at  the  same  price  he  would  purchase  the  cheap  iron.  I  then  suggested  to 
him  that  I  thought  I  might  find  some  for  him,  and  that  if  I  could  I  would  let 
him  know.  He  said,  “  I  wish  you  would,  and  let  me  know  by  twelve  o’clock, 
if  possible.”  I  went  out  and  found  that  I  could  purchase  some  hard  iron,  so 
that  I  could  furnish  it  at  the  same  price — not  remembering  what  that  price  was — 
that  he  had  purchased  previously,  and  make  a  dollar  or  a  dollar  and  a  half  a 
ton.  I  immediately  sent  a  note  to  him  that  I  had  found  some  iron  that  I  could 
sell  at  the  same  price  that  he  purchased  before;  but  getting  no  reply  to  it,  I 
went  to  his  office.  He  was  not  in.  I  waited  there  a  little  while,  and  he  did 
not  come  in.  I  told  some  one  of  the  clerks  who  was  there — I  do  not  remem¬ 
ber  which  clerk  now — that  I  wanted  to  see  Mr.  Norton  about  some  iron;  that 
I  had  found  some  such  as  he  desired.  The  reply  was,  “We  have  changed  our 
mind  about  the  iron ;  we  have  concluded  to  buy  some  number  one  iron,  and  we 
have  seen  just  what  we  want,  and  we  have  purchased.”  I  then  went  back  to 
my  office.  I  had  not  been  back  more  than  five  minutes  before  this  Mr.  Cutler 
came  in,  and  said,  “  What  have  you  been  doing  about  the  navy  agent,  offering 
iron  SO  low?  ”  and  then  comes  in  the  conversation  that  I  have  repeated  before, 
about  my  offering  iron  so  low.  He  then  bought  the  iron  of  me  at  a  dollar  more 
,  than  I  had  named. 

Question.  Was  that  the  same  iron  he  delivered  to  the  navy  agent? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  the  same  iron.  Although  they  said  they  had  seen  it,  that 
was  a  mistake ;  they  had  not  seen  it,  because  it  was  in  our  store ;  and  that  very 
iron,  I  suppose,  went  to  the  navy  yard  at  Charlestown  at  a  dollar  or  a  dollar 
and  a  half  more.  I  know  it  was  more,  but  I  cannot  say  how  much. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  Smith  delivering  to  the  navy  yard 
what  is  called  “Straight’s  tin,”  under  his  contract  for  “Banca  tin?” 

Answer.  I  have  heard  such  a  report.  I  do  not  know  it. 

Question.  What  I  want  to  ask  is,  what  is  the  di^erence,  in  fact,  in  the  value 
of  Straight’s  tin  and  Ban(;a  tin? 

Answer.  I  think,  now,  about  seven  or  eight  cents. 

Question.  What  was  it  a  year  ago  ? 

Answer.  There  is  always  a  corresponding  difference. 

Question.  What  is  the  Banca  tin'worth  ? 

•  Answer.  I  do  not  know  now  what  it  is  worth. 

Question.  About  how  much  difference  in  price  is  there  between  them? 

Answer.  About  seven  or  eight  cents. 

Question.  Mr.  Pratt,  you  are  a  man  of  practical  business  experience.  Do 
you  know  of  any  way,  or  have  you  any  suggestion  to  make  as  to  any  checks 
or  guards  to  prevent  the  government  or  the  department  being  imposed  upon  by 
high  prices,  so  that  they  can  purchase  just  as  well  as  other  purchasers  in  the 
market  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  know  that  I  have.  I  never  had  anything  to  do 
with  it.  I  do  not  know  how  much  they  are  cheated,  or  how  badly.  I  know 
(at  least  I  have  good  reason  to  believe,  and  I  can  almost  say  I  know)  that 
contracts  formerly  were  given  out  for  pig  iron ;  for  instance,  so  many  tons  of 
Scotch  and  so  many  tons  of  American,  and  the  records  of  the  contracts  will 
show  that  bids  have  been  sent  in  offering  Scotch  iron  for  half  a  dollar  a  ton  and 
American  iron  for  thirty-one  dollars,  or  thereabouts. 
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Question.  TVliat  was  Scotch  iron  worth  at  the  time  when  such  bids  were 
made  1 

Answer.  About  twenty -four  dollars. 

Question.  And  bids  were  put  in  for  half  a  dollar  a  ton  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  They  are  called  fictitious  bids  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  I  suppose  they  never  deliver  any  of  those  very  low- 
priced,  articles. 

Question.  You  have  no  knowledge,  in  any  way,  about  Mr.  Farwell’s  financial 
affairs  ? 

Answer.  Not  the  slightest. 

Question.  Do  you  know  what  they  Avere  when  he  became  clerk  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  Or  at  any  time  since  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  my  acquaintance  Avith  Mr.  Farwell  is  A^ery  limited  indeed. 


*  Testimony  of  A.  B.  Barwell. 

February  19,  1864. 

A.  B.  Farw^ell  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  The  bids  Avhich  you  have  brought  here  are  the  originals  from  your 
bureau  % 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  bid  of  0.  W.  Scofield  for  class  33,  hard¬ 
ware,  to  be  delivered  at  Philadelphia  under  the  February  bidding,  his  contract 
being  dated  March  31,  1863,  and  first  say  how  the  item  5,000  eight-inch  com¬ 
position  spikes  in  that  bid  is  printed  in  the  Secretary’s  report. 

Answer.  It  is  printed  at  $5  a  pound. 

Question.  'What  was  the  actual  bid  ? 

Answer.  Ten  cents  a  pound. 

Question.  Now  look  at  that  original  bid  and  tell  the  committee  whether  you 
think  the  original  price  has  been  altered. 

Answer.  I  do  not  think  it  has  been  altered.  What  1  mean  to  say  is,  that  I 
think  it  is  just  as  it  came  into  the  bureau  % 

Question.  State  whether  you  think  it  has  been  altered  since  the  figures  AA^ere 
originally  made. 

Answer.  I  should  think  that  the  figure  1  in  the  10  is  evidently  in  a  neAV 
place,  or  else  it  is  an  altered  figure,  for  it  is  quite  evident  that  there*  was  part  of 
a  figure  in  front  of  it  at  one  time. 

Question.  Look  at  it  through  the  glass,  and  give  us  your  opinion  whether 
there  has  been  an  erasure  there  and  a  new  figure  inserted  ? 

Answer.  I  give  it  as  my  opinion,  as  I  did  before,  that  it  is  precisely  as  it  came 
into  the  bureau,  but  there  has  evidently  been  an  erasure  there. 

Question.  Look  at  it  again,  and  state  whether  you  see  any  indication  there 
that  the  original  figure  in  the  column  of  prices  Avas  a  5. 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  see  any  evidence  that  it  was  originally  a  5. 

Question.  State  whether  the  same  alteration  as  in  the  price  appears  to  have 
been  made  in  the  aggregate. 

Answer.  No,  sir;  it  looks  to  me  as  though  the  5  had  been  placed  back.  It 
seems  as  if  it  was  first  placed  too  far  front,  and  was  now  placed  back  under  the 
proper  column. 
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Question.  My  question  is  simply  whether  there  has  been  some  alteration  made 
there  of  the  figures  ? 

Answer.  I  should  not  think  there  had  been  any  change  in  the  character  of 
the  figures.  It  is  quite  evident  that  the  locality  of  the  one  figure  to  which  I 
have  called  attention  has  been  placed  back. 

Question.  Has  there  been  some  erasure  or  alteration  made  there  ? 

Answer.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  bid  has  been  changed.  That  is  quite  evi¬ 
dent. 

Question.  Look  over  this  one  bid  and  see  in  how  many  instances  there  a*ppear 
to  have  been  alterations  in  the  column  of  prices,  and  name  them  in  their  order, 
no  matter  what  the  alterations  were  ? 

Answer.  [After  looking  at  the  paper.]  I  do  not  see  any  other. 

Question.  Then  I  will  turn  your  attention  particularly  to  the  item,  “  knobs  for 
furniture,  R.  and  L.,  complete,  per  dozen.”  Have  the  figures  opposite  that  item  in 
the  column  of  prices  been  altered  or  not? 

Answer.  I  should  not  think  they  had  been.  I  should  think  the  cypher  there 
was  added  without  any  alteration  of  a  figure.  It  looks  originally  as  if  there 
might  have  been  a  cypher  placed  there  and  erased. 

Question.  How  is  it  with  regard  to  the  item,  “  two  dozen  brass  dead  latches 
with  knobs,  half  with  reversed  bevels;”  does  there  appear  to ^ have  been  any 
alteration  in  the  price  made^ there  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  how  to  answer  the  question.  There  seems  to  have 
been  an  erasure  there.  That  is  my  first  answer.  As  carried  out,  the  aggregate 
agreeing  with  the  price,  there  seems  to  have  been  no  alteration  in  the  price,  but 
there  has  been  an  erasure. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item,  “250  gross  iron  screws;’’  does  there  seem 
to  have  been  any  alteration  in  the  price  made  there  ? 

Answer.  There  appears  to  have  been  an  erasure,  but  no  alteration  of  price,  as 
the  aggregate  agrees  with  the  column  of  prices. 

Question.  In  the  last  item  on  that  page  does  there  or  not  appear  to  have  been 
an  alteration  in  the  price  and  in  the  aggregate,  no  matter  what  the  alterations 
were  ?  This  is  the  item  to  which  I  before  referred  as  to  composition  spikes. 

Answer.  My  answer  to  that  is,  that  there  appear  to  have  been  erasures  there. 
Whether  there  were  any  alterations  or  not,  I  cannot  tell  from  anything  I  can 
discover.  The  erasures  have  been  both  in  the  price  column  and  in  the  aggregate 
column. 

Question.  And  where  the  footing  of  that  page  is  carried  on  to  the  next  page 
does  there  seem  to  have  been  an  alteration  made? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  should  not  think  there  was.  It  looks  as  though  pencil 
marks  had  been  drawn  across  to  strike  the  figures  out. 

Question.  What  do  the  pencil  marks  appear  to  have  been  ?  Look  at  them 
through  the  glass. 

Answer.  I  should  say  that  those  pencil  figures  were  $4,041  55.  The  amount 
in  ink  is  $4,551  55.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  these  were  pencil  figures  made 
in  the  bureau.  I  do  not  know  where  they  were  made. 

Question.  See  if  there  seems  to  have  been  any  erasure  made  where  the  figures 
45  are  inserted  ?  ' 

Answer.  I  do  not  discover  any  evidence  of  any  alteration  there. 

Question.  Or  any  erasure  ?  I 

Answer.  I  do  not  discover  any. 

Question.  Are  those  figures  made  in  the  same  ink  as  the  others  ? 

Answer.  The  ink  is  blacker  than  in  the  others,  unless  more  ink  has  been  put  ( 
on.  It  is  not  the  same  shade  by  any  means.  ^  J 

Question.  And  where  the  aggregate  is  cast  up  there  does  there  seem  to  have^ 
been  anything  erased  under  that  ?  -  ■ 

Answer.  I  should  say  that  there  had  been  pencil  marks  there,  and  that  they,  i* 
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.  were  rubbed  out  and  other  pencil  marks  put  in  their  place.  I  do  not  think  there 
has  been  anything  put  under  that  $4,041  55.  The  pencil  marks  in  the  marcnn 
are  the  pencil  marks  made  in  the  bureau.  In  our  bureau  we  do  not  chano*e  the 
aggregate  columns  in  the  verifications,  but  put  our  corrections  in  the  margin  in 
pencil,  so  that  the  bids  show  what  the  aggregates  were  originally,  and  what  they 
are  by  the  verifications.  This  one  appears  to  have  been  reduced  some  SoOo  from 
the  original  figures. 

Question.  Look  at  the  bid  itself,  and  say  whether  that  is  the  way  it  orio-inally 
came  into  the  bureau,  or  whether  any  of  these  figures  in  difTerent  inks  were  sub¬ 
sequently  put  in  ? 

Answer.  That  is  just  as  it  came  into  the  bureau. 

.  Question.  When  these  bids  come  in  is  the  aggregate  always  carried  out  at^'ainst 

the  price?  ® 

Answer.  Always,  I  think.  I  do  not  now  remember  anv  instance  where  it 
was  not  done. 

Question.  Xow,  in  fee:  . ‘field’s  bid  for  class  46,  Philadelphia,  state  whether  the 
price  and  the  aggregate,  both  or  either  of  them,  have  been  altered  in  the  item 
“50  yards  green  baize.” 

Answer.  I  should  say  that  there  had  been  an  erasure  there  in  thq  price  column. 
In  the  aggregate  column  $62  50  seem  to  have  been  the  original  fio-ures  in  ink’ 
and  the  6  has  been  changed  to  a  1,  and  then  the  figure  1  prefixed  to  it.”  As  verified" 
it  is  $112  50  instead  of  $62  50. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item,  “20,000  square  feet  hair  felt;”  does  there 
appear  to  have  been  any  change  in  the  column  of  prices  opposite  that  item? 

Answer.  I  should  think  that  figure  was  not  as  it  was  originally  made,  but  I 
should  say  that  in  both  cases  they  are  precisely  as' they  came  into  the  bureau 
as  you  will  see  when  I  come  to  tell  you  how  they  are  reemved  and  opened. 

Question.  You  may  make  your  statement  now  in  regard  to  the  manner  of 
opening  and  keeping  the  bids. 

Answer.  These  bids  are  received,  a  very  small  portion  of  them,  throu^^h  the 
mail.  The  mail  is  always  brought  by  our  messenger,  and  by  the  messenger 
passed  directly  to  the  chief  of  the  bureau.  The  larger  portion  of  them  are 
brought  in  by  the  competitors  on  the  day  of  the  opening,  and  handed  directly 
to  the  chief  of  the  bureau.  By  the  chief  of  the  bureau  they  are  put  into  a 
private  box,  or  drawer,  and  he  always  keeps  the  key  himself,  so  far  as  I  know. 
In  other  words,  I  have  never  known  where  it  was.  They  are  kept  there  up  to 

the  day  of  the  opening.  The  last  three  openings  have  been  made  publicly _ the 

last  one  by  order  of  the^law  of  Congress,  and  the  two  previous  ones  by  order 
ot  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  The  bids  are  opened  by  the  chief  of  the  bureau, 
and  the  prices  are  read  by  him — the  aggregate  column  without  any  reference  to 
the  column  of  prices.  The  aggregates  are  given  of  each  class.  By  another 
clerk  they  are  entered  on  the  scale  prepared  for  the  purpose.  Then  they  are 
passed  to  me,  and  a  minute  is  made  on  the  back^f  them,  then  the  ao-o-reo-ate 
IS  read  over,  as  entered  upon  the  scale,  by  the  clerk  making  it,  and  I  lo6k  at 

j  agrees  with  the  aggregate  prices  in 

the  bids.  After  this  entry  is  made  on  the  back  of  the  bids  they  are  thrown  on 
a  large  table,  so  that  any  of  the  competitors  or  any  other  persons  outside  have 
liberty  to  examine  them  and  take  notes  of  them  at  the  time  if  they  desire  to  do 
so;  and  in  very  many  instances  competitors  examine  them  and  call  attention  to 
errors  at  the  time.  After  the  competitors  and  others  have  got  throuo-h  making 
such  examinations  as  they  desire,  the  bids  just  opened  are  put  by  and  we  take 
up  another  class.  We  go  through  this  process  class  by  class.  After  all  the 
bids  are  opened  in  that  way,  they  are  passed  by  the  chief  of  the  bureau  to  the 
ouiei  clerk  of  the  bureau,  and  by  him  handed  to  the  various  clerks  of  the  bu¬ 
reau  to  see  that  they  are  properly  verified.  They  verify  them  as  soon  as  they 
can.  Up  to  the  last  two  openings  it  has  been  usual  to  examine  only  the  three 
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lowest  bids  as  they  appear  upon  the  scale.  For  instance :  if  there  were  ten 
bidders  for  one  class  we  have  hitherto  examined  only  the  three  lowest,  because 
there  are  so  many  bids  that  if  we  examined  the  whole  of  them  it  would  take 
the  clerical  force  of  the  bureau  a  month.  After  they  are  verified,  we  notify  the 
parties  as  soon  as  we  can.  When  they  are  verified,  they  are  immediately  passed 
to  the  chief,  and  the  numbers  are  all  made  out  of  those  v/ho  get  the  contracts, 
and  he  orders  the  parties  to  be  notified  forthwith,  and,  at  the  same  time,  a  letter 
is  written  to  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  that  he  may  order  articles  from  those 
parties  before  the  contracts  are  actually  entered  into. 

Question.  Now  turn  to  Savage’s  bid,  on  which  a  contract  was  awarded,  April 
6,  1863,  for  class  41,  glass,  New  York.  Turn  your  attention  to  the  item,  “24 
clear  ‘magazine  lenses,  12  inches  in  diameter,”  &c.,  and  state  'whether  or  not 
there  appears  to  have  been  an  alteration  made  in  the  price  and  in  the  aggregate 
there. 

•  Answer.  The  prices  all  the  way  up  and  down  appear  to  have  been  made  in 
pencil  originally,  and  changed  to  ink.  I  do  not  see  anything  to  show  that  that 
particular  item  was  changed  any  more  than  the  rest  of  them.  There  is  a  red 
mark  opposite  that  item,  which  is  carried  out  $240  instead  of  $480.  That  red 
mark  was  put.  there  by  the  chief  at  the  opening,  he  having  discovered  the  error 
at  that  time.  When  the  bids  are  opened,  if  he  discovers  a  palpable  error  he 
immediately  puts  on  his  red  mark.  So  at  the  time  of  the  opening  that  same 
error  existed  which  you  now  point  to. 

Question.  Then  your  answer  is,  that  there  does  not  seem  to  have  been  any 
alteration  in  the  figures  240  in  the  aggregate  column  opposite  that  item  ? 

Answer.  That  is  my  answer. 

Question.  Do  you  think  there  has  been  any  alteration  in  the  price? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  will  say  that  probably  it  has  been  changed  from  pencil 
to  ink,  the  same  as  the  figures  aboVe  it,  and  nothing  more. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  last  item,  “50  dozen  hexagon  deck  lights,  three 
inch,  &c.,  $17  50  a  dozen,”  and  state  whether  the  price  and  the  aggregate  both 
have  been  altered,  or  either  of  them. 

Answer.  I  should  say  that  the  aggregate  column  had  been  altered.  I  should 
not  think  the  price  column  had  been. 

Question.  What  is  the  aggregate  of  that  bid,  as  printed  in  the  Secretary’s 
report  ? 

Answer.  $1,278  65. 

Question.  Do  you  say  that  is  right? 

Answer.  No;  I  say  it  is  not  right.  The  computation  is  correctly  given  in 
Smith’s  pamphlet.  I  have  looked  at  the  contract  in  the  Second  Comptroller’s 
office,  and  I  find  that  the  price  is  $1,278  65  on  the  contract,  the  same  as  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Secretary’s  report.  Where,  as  was  the  case  in  this  instance,  there 
is  but  a  single  competitor,  and  we  find  that  the  prices  are  not  high  as  compared 
with  the  estimates  furnished  by  the  commandant  of  the  navy  yard,  we  pay  very 
little  attention  to  the  aggregate.  We  are  governed  by  the  price  column,  with¬ 
out  any  reference  to  the  aggregate  column,  where  there  is  but  a  single  bidder, 
and  other  parties’  rights  are  not  involved  in  the  decision.  i 

Question.  Let  me  call  your  attention  again  to  the  last  item,  and  ask  you  if  ' 
that  bid  was  not  originally  $7  50  instead  of  $17  50,  and  originally  carried  out  i 
$375  instead  of  $875?  Have  not  the  price  column  and  the  aggregate  column  \ 
both  been  altered  in  that  way? 

Answer.  It  looks  to  me  that  the  aggregate  column  was  originally  $375. 

Question.  Does  it  not  look  to  you  as  if  the  “  1  ”  before  the  $7  50,  in  the  col- 
umn  price,  was  put  in  there  afterwards  in  different  ink  ? 

Answer.  The  figure  “  1  ”  is  put  in  in  darker  ink,  and  I  should  not  be  sur-  |i 
prised  if  the  price  had  been  changed  in  that  way;  but  I  do  not  see  any  evidence  4 
of  any  erasure  in  the  price  column. 


i 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


117 


Quegtion.  'What  was  the  total  of  that  bid  at  first,  as  written  out  in  the  bidder’s 
hand? 

Answer.  Five  hundred  and  thirt3"-sevGn  dollars  and  ninety  cents. 

Question.  If  the  alteration  was  made  as  last  suggested,  would  it  not  raise  the 
aggregate  exactly  $500  more  ? 

Answer.  Certainly. 

Question.  Xow  look  again  at  the  item  “24  clear  magazine  lenses,”  and  see 
if  the  20  in  the  column  of  prices  there  appears  to  have  'been  altered. 

Answer.  The  2  in  the  20  is  evidently  not  in  the  ink  originally  used.  I 
think  that  bid  is  just  as  it  came  into  the  bureau,  from  the  fact  that  attention  was 
called  to  it  as  it  was  opened. 

Question.  There  seems  to  have  been  an  error  in  another  item  in  carrying  out 
the  aggregate  of  75  lights  at  sixteen  cents  each? 

Answer.  There  is  an  error  in  the  aggregate  column  opposite  that  item  of  sev¬ 
enty-five  cents  corrected  by  the  bureau. 

Question.  Xow  state  whether,  if  the  magazine  lenses  were  put  in  at  $10  in¬ 
stead  of  $20,  and  the  hexagon  lights,  at  $7  50  instead  of  $17  50,  and  adding 
the  alteration  which  was  made,  of  seventy-five  cents  in  the  item  of  75  lights,  it 
would  not  make  just  the  sum  that  is  given  in  the  Secretary’s  report  as  the  com¬ 
putation  of  that  bid. 

Answer.  Precisely. 

Question.  And  supposing  the  bid  to  have  been  thus  originally  made  without 
any  alteration,  is  not  the  footing  given  by  the  contractor  in  writing  right? 

Answer.  The  sum,  as  written  out  by  the  contractor,  would  be  undoubtedly 
correct,  if  you  call  the  price  of  lenses  $10  instead  of  $20,  and  of  the  hexagon 
deck  lights  $7  50  instead  of  $17  50.  The  computation  as  written  out  by  the 
bidder  was  five  hundred  and  thirty-seven  dollars  and  ninety  cents,  and  that 
would  have  been  correct  upon  the  supposition  now  made.  Allow  me  to  explain, 
further,  that  the  red  mark,  opposite  the  item  20  lenses,  was  made  by  ilr.  Len- 
thall,  chief  of  the  bureau.  On  opening  the  bid  he  discovered  that  error  and 
made  that  mark.  He  did  not  discover  any  error  in  the  other  item  of  hexagon 
lights,  and  the  presumption  is  that  that  change  was  made  before,  or  he  would 
have  discovered  the  error.  I  have  looked  at  the  scale,  and  I  am  confident  that 
when  we  opened  this  bid  it  was  put  down  upon  the  scale  at  that  time  at  $1,278  65. 
When  this  class  was  corrected,  we  found  an  error  of  seventy-five  cents  in  one 
place,  and  $240  in  another  place;  and  those  are  the  only  corrections  that  have 
been  made  since  it  was  opened,  and  these  corrections  were  made  in  pencil  in  the 
margin  of  the  items,  to  which  attention  was  called  by  the  chief  of  the  bureau 
at  the  time  of  the  opening. 


Bv  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  By  what  clerk  was  this  bid  verified  ? 

Answer.  By  Mr.  J.  W.  Deeble. 

Question.  On  this  bid  being  opened,  was  it  then  delivered  over  to  that  clerk 
to  be  verified  ? 

Answer.  Xo,  sir.  On  its  being  opened,  it  was  immediately  laid  on  the  large 
table,  where  we  put  the  bids  so  that  the  competitors  may  examine  them  during 
that  day.  The  next  day  it  was  passed  to  the  clerk  for  verification.  During 
the  intermediate  night  it  was  under  the  custody  of  Mr.  Lenthall,  the  chief  of  the 
bureau;  what  he  did  with  it  I  do  not  know. 

Question.  Is  Mr.  Deeble  still  a  clerk  in  your  bureau  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir; 

By  :Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Turn  your  attention  to  Stover’s  bid,  on  which  he  got  a  contract 
March  30,  1863,  for  class  39,  linseed  oil,  &c.,  for  the  Philadelphia  navy  yard. 
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Answer.  The  soft  white  turpentine  in  that  contract  is  printed  in  the  public 
document  containing  the  Secretary’s  report  at  $1  a  barrel.  It  should  be  $100  a 
barrel,  as  it  is  here  in  the  bid. 

Question.  Do  all  the  prices  in  that  bid  appear  to  have  been  made  in  pencil  in 
the  first  instance  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  no  doubt  they  were.  We  furnish  partic'S  with  only  one 
copy  of  the  schedule. 

Question.  Now  look  at  Savage’s  bid  for  class  41,  glass,  Washington,  on 
which  the  contract  was  given  to  him  April  6,  1863. 

Answer.  That  is  published  in  the  report  at  $592,  and  it  went  in  the  contract, 
I  presume,  at  that  sum,  though  I  have  never  looked  at  the  contract. 

Question.  What  is  the  proper  sum  ? 

Answer.  $652  50.  Allow  me  to  state  again,  as  I  did  before,  that  where  there 
is  but  a  single  bidder,  as  in  this  case,  we  pay  very  little  attention  to  the  aggre¬ 
gate  column,  or  to  the  total,  as  we  are  governed  in  the  settlement  by  the  price 
column ;  and  if  we  find  that  the  prices  in  that  column  do  not  differ  very  mate¬ 
rially  from  the  estimate  furnished  us  by  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  we  give 
the  contract  without  reference  to  the  aggregate  column.  We  do  not  spend  any 
time  in  correctly  casting  that  column,  as  it  makes  no  difference  in  awarding  the 
contract,  because  the  rights  of  otlier  parties  are  not  involved. 

Question.  There  was  a  contract  in  your  bureau  for  iron  to  be  delivered  at  the 
Charlestown  yard,  which  was  first  awarded  to  one  bidder  and  afterwards  given 
to  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  on  an  error  being  discovered.  Did  you  correct  that 
error  in  the  bureau  until  after  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  called  jmur  attention  to  it  ? 

Answer.  My  recollection  of  it  is,  that  the  department  discovered  the  error, 

but  still  I  do  not  mean  to  swear  to  ^lat  positively.  I  do  not  recollect  that 

Smith  Brothers  ever  called  attention  to  anv  error  in  our  bureau. 

%/ 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Look  at  the  handwriting  and  the  ink  in  which  the  figures  were 
originally  made  in  Savage’s  bid,  which  has  been  referred  to,  for  class  41,  glass, 
New  York,  and  in  which  apparent  alterations  were  made,  and  see  how  the  ink 
and  handwriting  of  those  alterations  compare  with  the  ink.  and  handwriting  of 
Mr.  Savage’s  signature. 

Answer.  I  stated  in  a  former  part  of  the  examination  that  I  thought  those 
marks  had  been  changed  from  a  light  colored  to  a  darker  colored  ink. 

Question.  How  is  it  in  reference  to  the  kind  of  handwriting? 

Answer.  I  should  say  that  tfte  ink  of  the  alterations  compared  very  nearly 
with  the  ink  used  in  the  signature  of  Mr.  Savage,  and  very  likely  it  was  the 
same  ink.  I  should  think  it  was  substantially  the  same  shade  of  ink. 

*  Question.  Can  you  make  any  comparison  as  to  the  kind  of  handwriting  ? 

Answer.  I  should  not  think  that  the  figures  in  dark  ink  were  made  by  the 
same  hand  as  those, in  the  light  ink.  I  should  judge  that  one  of  them  might 
have  been  made  by  Mr.  Savage  when  he  signed  the  bid. 

Question.  Does  not  "  the  signature  of  Mr.  Savage  to  his  bids,  all  the  way 
through,  seem  to  be  in  darker  ink  than  the  prices  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  The  figures  seem  to  be  in  a  lighter  hand  and  with  lighter 
ink  than  his  signature,  except  where  they  have  been  altered.  ' 

Question.  Then  you  say  that  where  alterations  occur  they  seem  to  be  in  a 
darker  ink  and  a  heavier  hand  than  the  original  figures  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Look  at  Satage’s  bid  for  class  33,  hardware,  at  Brooklyn,  under 
the  advertisement  of  February  13,  1863. 

Answer.  Here  is  his  bid. 
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Question.  Is  that  a  case  where  he  -was  the  only  bidder,  and  where  the  prices 
were  so  high  that  his  bid  was  rejected  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  State  at  what  aggregate  that  bid  was  computed  when  it  came  to 
the  bureau. 

Answer.  The  figures  came  to  the  bureau  $15,797  by  the  party  who  put  it  in. 

Question.  State  whether  or  not  there  appears  to  have  been  an  erasure  under 
these  figures  ;  look  at  it  v/ith  the  glass. 

Answer.  ISTo,  sir ;  it  looks  as  though  $6,725  40  had  been  striken  out  by 
pencil  and  $15,797  put  over.  That  is  the  way  it  looks  to  me. 

Question.  How  does  the  aggregate  appear  to  have  been  there  as  written  out  ? 

Answer.  Six  thousand  seven  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  and  forty  cents. 

Question.  And  what  is  the  correct  computation  ? 

Answer.  $22,5S5  40.  In  regard  to  that  bid,  I  should  like  to  state  that  when 
we  came  to  verify  it  it  was  found  to  be  $22,585  40,  and  a  comparison  with  the 
estimate  of  the  yard  showed  that  it  was  about  twice  as  much  as  the  estimate. 
The  estimate  of  the  yard  was  $11,000  and  something  over  that.  I  recom¬ 
mended  to  Mr.  Lenthall  the  rejection  of  the  bid.  He  told  me  to  write  a  letter 
to  the  commandant  of  the  New  York  yard  inquiring  whether  the  articles  could 
be  bought  at  his  estimate  which  had  been  made  some  two  months  before,  as 
everything  was  rising,  and  everything  had  gone  up,  so  as  to  see  whether  it 
would  be  better  to  accept  the  bid  at  these  prices.  He  wrote  us  back  that  he 
thought  the  articles  could  be  obtained  for  about  $12,000.  His  letter  was  imme¬ 
diately  subihitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  by  Mr.  Lenthall,  with  a  sugges¬ 
tion  that  the  bid  be  rejected.  The  Secretary  sanctioned  that  suggestion,  and  we 
notified  Mr.  Savage  that  owing  to  the  excessive  prices  a  contract  for  that  class 
'would  not  be  executed  with  him. 

Question.  State  generally  whether  there  are  very  many  corrections  made  by 
the  bureau  in  the  aggregate  prices  carried  out  against  various  articles,  and 
whether  these  corrections  are  not  always  by  increasing  the  sum.  Ho  not  the 
exhibits  of  prices  in  the  aggregates  of  the  bidders  generally  appear  to  be  much 
lower  than  the  fact  is  ? 

Answer.  It  has  been  both  ways,  but  I  should  say  that  in  the  majority  of 
cases  the  aggregate  has  been  increased  by  the  corrections. 

Question.  But  in  the  bid  of  Savage,  to  which  your  attention  has  just  been 
called,  are  there  any  corrections  made  where  the  amount  was  too  high  in  the  bid  ? 

Answer.  There  see*ms  to  be  one  item  where  the  bid  was  $100  too  high.  There 
is  one  carried  out  $225  which  should  be  $125.  Most  of  the  items,  I  think,  are 
carried  out  too  little,  and  therefore  the  corrections  have  increased  them.  These 
aggregates  as  they  come  in  do  not  amount  to  anything  in  our  awards.  We 
a'ward  always  according  to  the  corrected  total,  unless  we  sometimes  make  a 
mistake. 

Question.  Is  there  any  alteration  in  that  bid  in  the  item  of  brass  screws  ? 

Answer.  It  wpuld  appear  to  me,  from  what  I  know  of  these  bids,  that  that 
item  was  first  put  down  $3  a  gross,  and  that  when  Mr.  Savage  came  to  sign  the 
bid  he  changed  it  to  $9  a  gross. 

Question.  State  how  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  bid. 

Answer.  I  think  that  probably  the  figure  in  the  column  of  prices  has  been 
changed  from  a  3  to  a  9,  and  that  the  aggregate  has  been  changed  in  different 
I  colored  ink.  In  the  first  place,  I  say  the  price  was  $3  per  gross,  carried  out 
$3,000,  and  as  changed  it  is  now  $9  a  gross,  carried  out  $9,000.  The  alteration 
appears  to  be  in  the  same  ink  as  the  signature;  and  as  the  figures  at  first  were 
undoubtedly  made  by  his  clerk.  Savage,  when  he  came  to  sign  it,  thought  that 
item  was  too  low,  and  changed  the  3  to  a  9.  I  mean  to  say  that  the  bid  as  it 
now  is  is  just  as  it  was  when  it  was  opened.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  it 
before  that,  and  while  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  chief  of  the  bureau. 
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Question.  Making  that  correction,  how  much  would  the  true  aggregate  differ 
from  the  aggregate  that  was  stated  by  the  bidder  ? 

Answer.  That  one  change  would  add  $6,000  to  his  first  aggregate.  That 
would  make  the  difference  less  than  $S00. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item  “  12  fiv’'e-inch  gongs,  with  stop  cranks  and 
fixtures,  complete,”  and  state  whether  the  price  there  appears  to  have  been 
altered. 

Answer.  I  should  say  that  it  looks  as  though  it  had  been  changed  from 
$11  50  to  $10  50. 

Question.  You  think  it  has  been  changed  ? 

Answer.  It  looks  as  if  it  had  been. 

Question.  State  distinctly  whether  there  appears  to  have  been  an  alteration 
there. 

Answer.  It  does  not  all  appear  to  be  in  the  same  ink,  though  it  may  have 
been  made  at  the  same  time. 

Question.  Look  and  see  if  your  correction  that  you  made  in  the  bid  is  correct. 

Answer.  I  should  think  it  was. 

Question.  What  is  your  judgment  in  regard  to  the  next  item  “  12  five-inch 
gongs,”  and  the  next  one  “  12  four-inch  gongs  ?” 

Answer.  Neither  of  those  prices  appears  to  have  been  the  same  that  it  was 
originally.  It  is  now  just  as  it  came  into  our  office. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item  “  12  six-inch  gongs,”  and  state  whether  the 
figures  $20,  in  the  column  of  prices  opposite  that  item,  look  like  the  figures  that 
were  originally  made,  or  was  the  price  at  first  $2. 

Answer.  I  should  not  think  it  was  $2.  I  should  rather  think  it  was  $1  or 
$21,  because  the  1  w^hich  was  there  originally  looks  as  if  it  was  the  same  ink 
as  the  other  figures. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item  “12  brass  knobs,  to  f  inch  thick,”  and  see 
whether  there  has  been  any  erasure  there. 

Answer.  I  should  think  that  was  originally  $1  changed  to  $4.  The  aggre¬ 
gate  is  $12.  Judging  from  the  looks  of  the  column  of  prices,  and  the  fact  that 
-the  item  is  carried  out  $12  in  the  aggregate,  I  should  think  the  original  figure 
was  $1 . 

Question.  Look  at  the  item  “  two  dozen  brass  lamp  hooks,  $4  a  dozen,”  and 
say  whether  that  4  was  not  originally  a  1. 

Answer.  I  should  not,  judging  from  the  figure  itself ;  but  from  the  sprawling 
condition,  and  the  fact  that  it  was  carried  out  $2,  I  should  think  it  very  likely 
that  he  made  it  so  originally.  ' 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item  “  75  yards  iron  jack  chain,”  which  is  here 
now  at  $1  41. 

Answer.  If  you  strike  off  the  1,  leaving  the  price  41  cents,  it  Tvill  make  the 
original  computation  correct,  and  that  makes  a  difference  of  $7<5. 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item  “  50  dozen  escutcheons,  thread,  brass,  as¬ 
sorted,” ‘which  is  here  at  $1  30  and  carried  out  $15,  would  not  that  carrying 
out  have  been  right  if  the  original  bid  was  30  cents  ? 

•Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle: 

Question.  Do  all  these  alterations  seem  to  have  been  made  with  darker  ink 
and  in  a  heavier  hand  ? 

Answer.  All  the  changes  that  I  think  might  have  been  made  by  the  contrac¬ 
tor  were  made  in  darker  ink  than  was  used  originally. 

By  Mr.  Hale: 

Question.  Now  look  at  the  item  “  100  pairs  brass  butt  hinges,  four-inch  sta¬ 
tionary  pins,  per  pair,  $1  75,”  carried  out  $75;  supposing  the  1  to  have  been 
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added  there  before  the  75  cents  in  the  pnce  column,  was  not  the  original  carry, 
ing  out  correct  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  but  that  appears  to  be  in  the  same  ink. 

Question.  No^v  look  at  the  item  “  400  pairs  brass  butt  hinges,  2^*inch  sta¬ 
tionary  pins,  per  pair  $1  30,”  and  supposing  that  price  to  have  been  originally 
30  cents,  was  it  not  carried  out  correctly  $1 20  ?  It  seems  now  to  be  $1  30  a  pair, 
and  the  aggregate  rectified  to  be  $520,  a  difference  of  $400. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Is  not  the  same  thing  true  of  the  next  item,  “  450  pairs  brass  butt 
hinges,  two-inch^  stationary  pins,  per  pair  $1  30,”  carried  out  $135  ?  Would  it 
not  have  been  rightly  carried  out  if  the  original  bid  was  30  cents  a  pair,  and  the 
1  Was  afterwards  inserted  before  the  30,  and  that  item  is  riow  corrected  at  $585, 
making  an  error  there  of  $450  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Show  us  some  other  of  these  bids. 

(The  witness  exhibits  to  ^le  committee  a  number  of  Scofield’s  bids,  and  a 
number  of  the  bids  of  Lockwood  and  Collins,  which  appear  to  the  committee,  on 
examination,  to  contain  so  many  alterations  and  erasures  in  the  writing  and  in 
the  figures  as  not  to  be  worthy  of  credit.) 

The  witness :  I  desire  to  state  in  this  connexion  that  I  recommended  at  the 
time  these  bids,  Lockwood  and  Collins,  were  opened  that  they  should  be  rejected 
as  being  defaced,  and  as  being  uncertain,  it  being  doubtful  what  the  figures 
meant;  but  these  bids  were  all  referred  to  the  department,  and  such  of  them  as 
were  awarded  were  ordered  to  be  awarded  by  the  department.  Collins’s  bids 
are  of  the  same  general  nature  all  the  way  through. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  How  is  it  with  Savage’s  bids  about  their  being  marked  and  changed  ? 

Answer.  Mr.  Savage’s  are  not  marked  up  like  these,  but  Mr.  Savage’s  aiath- 
metic  has  generally  been  bad. 

Question.  His  alterations  were  not  so  great,  you  think? 

Answer.  His  bids  are  not  scarified  like  these.  You  do  not  see  the  large 
black  marks  which  are  on  the  others. 

Question.  Were  the  bids  of  Lockwood  and  Collins  and  those  of  Savage  all 
opened  together  ? 

Answer.  All  on  the  same  day. 

Question.  And  those  of  Lockwood  and  Collins  you  found  so  scarified  that 
you  recommended  that  they  be  rejected  ? 

Answer.  I  did. 

Question.  In  relation  to  those  of  Savage  and  Scofield, 'did  you  observe,  altera¬ 
tions  when  they  vrere  opened  ? 

Answer.  Very  many;  and  if  you  will  bear  with  me  one  moment  I  will  call 
your  attention  particularly  to  that,  because  Mr.  Lenthall  and  I  have  been  look¬ 
ing  them  over  to  see  what  he  called  attention  to  at  the  time  he  put  his  brand 
on.  He  put  his  brand  on  some  of  Stover’s  bids,  on  Savage’s,  on  Watson  and 
Pittinger’s,  on  Mr.  Bigler’s,  and  Mr.  Ellis’s.  These  were  errors  that  were  dis¬ 
covered  as  he  was  running  them  over. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Do  you  know  what  those  errors  were  ? 

I  Answer.  One  was  the  red  mark  to  which  I  have  already  called  attention, 

I  made  on  Savage’s  bid  under  the  adveitisement  of  February  13,  for  the  Brook- 
I  lyn  yard,  and  under  the  advertisement  of  May  29,  for  the  Washington  yard. 

-  By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  Y'ou  have  said  that  previous  to  the  last  two  openings  you  examined 
1  only  the  three  lowest  bids ;  why  was  that  ? 
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Answer.  It  has  been  found,  on  experience,  necessary  to  verify  them  all  * 
When  we  came  into  the  bureau,  the  clerks  there  and  Mr.  Lenthall  told  us  it  had 
been  the  practice  to  take  only  the  three  lowest  bids,  but  Mr.  Secretary  Welles 
ordered  that  they  should  all  be  examined,  because  it  was  sometimes  found  that 
a  bidder  who  appeared  to  be  the  highest,  on  the  aggregate  was  really  the  lowest 
when  the  bids  came  to  be  examined  and  verified  according  to  the  column  of 
prices. 

By  Mr.  Hale :  ^ 

Question.  Has  money  ever  been  offered  to  you  for  any  service  by  any  con¬ 
tractor  ? 

Answer.  Before  you  go  into  that,  I  want  to  call  attention  to  some  other  bids 
of  gentlemen  of  high  standing,  about  Vt^hom  there  could  be  no  doubt. 

Mr.  Hale.  Very  well. 

The  witness.  For  instance,  I  want  to  call  attention  to  the  bids  of  the  honor¬ 
able  Matthias  Ellis,  of  Boston,  who  has  been  a  senator  of  Massachusetts,  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman.  I  have  now  before  me  his  bids  at  the  last  opening. 
There  are  the  verifications  of  them,  and  there  is  not  a  single  item  the  aggregate 
of  which  is  correct.  By  looking  at  it  you  will  see  the  changes  are  very  dis¬ 
tinct,  and  in  entirely  different  ink.  Those  are  Mr.  Ellis’s  bids  for  classes 
twenty- six,  twenty-eight,  and  thirty-one,  at  Charlestown.  There  are  errors  in 
the  price  column.  Mr.  Ellis’s  bids,  I  think,  are  so  at  every  yard  where  he  bids. 
After  these  bids  were  opened,  Mr.  Ellis  telegraphed  to  me,  as  chief  clerk  of  the 
bureau,  to  know  what  classes  he  had  got.  1  submitted  his  telegram  to  Mr.  Len¬ 
thall,  and  he  told  me  to  telegraph  that  Mr.  Ellis  appeared  by  the  scale  to  have 
such  and  such  classes.  That  was  the  very  day  after  the  bids  were  opened,  and 
we  had  had  no  time  to  verify  them.  I  telegraphed  accordingly  to  Mr.  Ellis, 
but  the  verification  of  the  bids,  I  think,  took  all  his  classes  from  him  but  one. 
Mtf  Ellis  was  on  here  afterwards,  and  I  called  attention  lo  that  fact,  and  told 
him,  “  Your  bids  appeared  bad,  written  with  one  kind  of  ink  and  afterwards 
changed.”  His  explanation  was — I  will  give  it  because  it  may#  illustrate  this 
matter— that  after  he  had  made  his  bids  here,  and  got  them  ready  to  send  into 
the  bureau,  he  heard  that  the  rebels  had  come  in  at  Rockville  and  captured  a 
wagon  train,  and  wmre  on  their  way  to  Baltimore;  and  he  being  an  iron  man, 
supposed  iron  would  go  up  very  much,  and  he  immediately  added  these  addi¬ 
tional  half  cents  and  three-quarter  cents  a  pound  on  iron  all  the  way  down  the 
column;  and  being  anxious  to  get  out  of  the  city  before  the  rebels  cut  the  rail¬ 
road  at  Baltimore,  he  had  no  time  to  correct  his  aggregate  columns,  and  let  them 
go  in  that  way. 

I  wish  also  to  call  attention  to  another  case,  as  it  regards  parties  whom  the 
chairman  of  this  committee  knows  very  well.  Let  me  call  attention  to  the  bids 
of  Trickey  &  Jewett,  of  Boston.  Mr.  Trickey  I  have  seen,  and  Mr.  Jewett  I 
know  as  a  prominent  man  in  Maine  and  a  member  of  the  present  State  senate. 
Messrs.  Trickey  &  Jewett’s  bid  for  class  1,  at  Charlestown,  was  carried  out 
^84,900,  and  the  verification  makes  it  $94,900.  Their  bid  for  class  3  was  car¬ 
ried  out  $9,000,  and  it  is  $10,200  by  the  verification.  Their  bid  for  class  11 
was  carried  out  at  $9,984,  and  the  verification  makes  it  $10,704.  That  error 
Mr.  Lenthall  called  attention  to  at  the  time  of  the  opening.  Their  bid  for  class 
13  is  carried  out  $3,96-5  ;  it  should  be  $5,225.  He  also  called  attention  to  that 
error.  Their  bid  for  diass  16  was  originally  carried  out  $5,575;  it  should  be 
$6,250.  That  error  was  called  attention  to  at  the  time  of  the  opening  by  Mr. 
Lenthall.  I  think  in  these  bids  there  is  no  change  anywhere  in  the  price  col¬ 
umn  ;  it  is  always  an  error  in  the  computation.  All  Messrs.  Trickey  &  Jewett’s 
bids  contain  this  error  in  the  aggregates,  but  I  do  not  remember  a  single  one  in 
the  price  column. 

You  will  find  the  same  errors  in  the  bids  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  and  you  .. 
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find  there  scratches  in  the  price  column.  It  maj  be  well  perha;:s,  as  they  are 
quite  prominent,  to  call  attention  to  their  bids.  Here  is  one  class  where  their 
bid  is  footed  up  $1,400,  when  it  should  have  been  $1,600.  I  only  cite  that  in 
reply  to  the  declaration  of  Mr.  Smith  that  they  never  made  any  mistakes. 

By  Mr.  Hale: 

Question.  Do  you  find  any  erasuresiii  the  price  column  of  that  bid  of  Smith’s  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  discover  any ;  but  here  is  another  bid  of  Smith  Brothers 
•&  Co.,  and  there  you  find  precisely  what  you  find  in  some  other  bids  to  which 
attention  has  been  called  to-day,  indications  that  the  prices  vrere  first  put  in  in 
pencil  and  afterwards  changed  to  ink,  and  one  line  in  this  bid  looks  as  though 
there  had  been  an  erasure  there.  This  is  the  bid  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  for 
class  25,  Boston.  My  opinion  is  that  there  have  been  erasures  there.  Then 
there  is  another  error  committed  in  class  46.  They  have  put  down  $60  which 
should  be  S720.  That  is  all  I  want  to  sav  in  reo:ard  to  that ;  but  now,  if  the 
committee  will  allow  me,  I  desire  to  put  in  somelittle  analysis  in  reply  to  Smith’s 
pamphlet,  with  which  I  have  taken  considerable  pains,  and  it  is  very  short. 

Under  the  advertisement  of  February  13,  1863,  the  Bureau  of  Construction 
advertised  for  98  classes  for  all  the  yards.  For  9  of  these  classes  there  was 
but  a  single  bidder.  For  25  of  these  classes  it  is  believed  only  lumber  dealers 
competed,  as  those  classes  were  entirely  lumber,  and  those  competitors  numbered 
80.  For  16  of  these  classes  Mr.  Stover,  Mr,  Scofield,  iSlr.  Savage,  and  Mr. 
Collins  vrere  the  only  bidders.  For  48  of  these  classes  there  were.  176  bids; 
105  of  this  number  were  the  bids  of  Stover,  Scofield,  Savage,  and  Collins,  and 
71  of  them  were  bids  of  other  parties.  Of  these,  Scofield,  Stover,  Siivage,  and 
Collins  got  22  classes,  being  about  20  per  cent,  of  their  entire  number.  *The 
71  other  bidders  obtained  25  classes,  being  more  than  33  per  cent,  of  their  num¬ 
ber.  It  is  proper  to  state  that  a  comparison  with  the  estimates  of  the  yards 
shovv\s  that  the  16  classes  bid  for  by  .Stover,  Scofield,  Savage,  and  Collins  alone 
do  not  range  higher  than  classes  having  a  greater  number  of  competitors,  nor  do 
the  prices  more  nearly  agree.  ’Under  the  same  advertisement  Messrs.  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.  competed  for  5  classes  with  30  other  parties,  and  were  success¬ 
ful  on  3  out  of  5.  Under  the  advertisement  of  May  29,  1863,  Smith  Brothers 
&  Co.  competed  w^ith  42  other  parties  for  12  classes,  and  were  successful  in  7, 
leaving  5  to  be  divnded  among  the  other  42  competitors.  Smith  Brothers  & 
Co.  were  as  successful  as  any  parties  in  their  bids. 

Question.  Has  any  money  ever  been  offered  to  you  for  aid  rendered  or  to  be 
rendered  to  any  contractor  in  the  office  since  you  hav’e  been  chief  clerk  ? 

The  witness.  In  connexion  with  my  business  ? 

Mr.  Hale.  In  connexion  with  the  bids  by  contractors. 

Answer.  Never. 

Question.  Havm  you  ever  held  ' out  to  contractors,  or  persons  proposing  to 
contract,  that  you  had  influence,  and  could  assist  them  in  any  way  ? 

Answmr.  I  never  have 

Question.  Have  you  never  represented  to  anybody  who  proposed  to  contract, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  that  you  could  aid  them  ? 

Answer.  Never.  I  havm  said  to  parties  who  had  never  bid  that  they  had 
better  bid ;  I  simply  invited  them  to  bid,  because  I  found  that  it  was  better  for 
the  bureau  to  have  as  many  competitors  as  possible. 

Question.  Have  you  been  engaged  in  any  other  business  since  you  havm 
been  chief  clerk  there  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  I  have  been  in  quite  a  variety  of  business.  I  have  not 
confined  myself,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  very  closely  to  my  office,  because  I  have 
had  other  business.  I  had  a  large  business  connexion  at  one  time  in  New  Or¬ 
leans,  and  I  am  sorry  to  say  it  has  not  yet  terminated.  At  one  time  it  was 
paying  me,  but  at  present  it  is  and  has  been  involvnng  me.  That  was  a  con¬ 
nexion  which  I  had  with  the  Hon.  George  W.  Brown,  brother  of  the  navy 
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agent  here,  and  General  Bodfish,  who  went  out  there ;  and  they  and  myself 
entered  into  a  copartnei’ship  in  regard  to  husiness.  there.  We  were  successful 
for  a  time,  from  which  I  got  no  inconsiderable  amount  of  money.  The  death 
of  Brown,  by  yellow  fever  at  Pensacola,  rather  turnnd  the  tide  the  other  way. 
Then  they  bought  a  cargo  of  cotton,  and  somehow  or  other  there  was  some 
irregularity  in  the  c’earance,  and  it  was  taken  and  sold  by  the  government,  I 
believe,  and  we  had  to  lose  the  original  amount  which  was  paid  for  that  cotton. 

I  never  had  a  cent  offered  to  me,  directly  or  indirectly, for  anything  done  in  the 
office;  and  I  have  never  held  out  any  inducement  to  any  man  that  I  could  as¬ 
sist  him  for  the  two  and  a  half  years  I  have  been  in  the  Construction  bureau  ; 

.  and  in  no  single  instance  did  I  ever  ask  Mr.  Lenthall  to  favor  any  man  with  a 
contract  because  he  was  a  friend  of  mine,  although  his  bids  and  somebody 
else’s  might  have  been  the  same. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  You  are  chief  clerk  in  the  Bureau  of  Construction  and  Repair,  of 
the  Navy  Department  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question  Do  you  know,  or  have  you  any  reason  to  know,  of  any  of  the  clerks 
in  that  bureau,  in  any  way  whatever,  tampering  with  these  bids,  or  altering 
them  in  any  respect  after  they  were  put  in  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  have  not  the  slightest  idea  that  there  is  a  clerk  in  that 
bureau  who  would  touch  a  contract  or  a  bid  any  more  than  any  honest  gentle¬ 
man  you  could  find.  Our  clerks  there  are  Deacon  Rothwell,  Deacon  Deeble, 
an  Episcopalian  minister  named  Smith,  and  there  are  but  two  others,  and  we 
seldom  put  them  on  these  contracts  because  they  have  other  business  to  do. 

By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  Have  these  bids  been  so  kept  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  late  act 
of  Congress  that  no  clerk  could  get  access  to  them  ? 

Answer.  None  of  the  clerks  in  that  bureau  know  where  Mr.  Lenthall  keeps 
the  bids.  I  never  saw  one  of ‘them  in  my  life  until  they  were  all  brought 
down  by  him  and  put  on  the  table. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  Are  they  kept  by  Mr.  Lenthall  personally  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  and  whether  he  keeps  them  in  his  safe  at  home,  or  up 
stairs,  or  where  he  keeps  them,  none  of  us  know.  .  - 

Question.  Was  there  a  clerk  in  your  office  by  the  name  of  Murdock  ? 

Answer.  He  was  in  our  bureau,  but  attached  to  the  engineering  branch  of 
the  bureau,  which  was  not  connected  with  us  immediately.  He  was  immedi¬ 
ately  under  Mr.  Isherwood,  who  was  then  chief  engineer,  though  not  chief  of  a 
separate  bureau.  Since  that  time  the  bureaus  have  been  reorganized. 

Question.  Can  you  state  what  is  the  purpose  of  these  men  bidding  some¬ 
times  for  the  same  article  at  one  yard  very  low,  and  at  another  yard  very 
high  at  the  same  timie  ?  What  is  the  object  to  be  gained  by  it  ? 

Answer.  I  can  illustrate  that  somewhat.  Until  this  last  opening  we  have 
always  had  sperm  oil  under  our  bureau,  and  1  can  illustrate  by  reference  to 
sperm  oil,  because  the  contract  for.1,hat  is  always  for  a  single  article.  You  will  find  ' 
that  one  man,  say,  Mr.  Stover,  would  bid  for  it  at  New  York,  at  $1  40  a  gallon, 
and  at  the  same  bidding  he  would  bid  $2  40  here,  Washington,  a  difference  of  a 
dollar  a  gallon  in  the  same  article.  We  would  call  for  a  thousand  gallons  at  j 
this  yard,  and  five  thousand  at  the  New  York  yard,  and  very  likely  his  bid  ,i 
would  not  be  within  half  a  dollar  or  seventy-five  cents  a  gallon  of  anybody  else  i 
at  New  York,  while  he  would  lose  the  contract  at  Washington,  by  somebody ; 
bidding  under  him.  We  believe  that  that  originated  from  the  fact  that  they  ) 
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have  a  custom  at  the  New  York  uavy  agency  under  which  they  give  all  the 
open,  purchases  to  the  contractor  for  that  specific  article.  Ihereforc,  if  Mr. 
Stover  got  the  oil  by  contract,  they  would  make  all  their  open  purchases  of  oil 
from  him  at  the  market  price.  Take,  for  instance,  last  year,  or  the  year  before 
last,  by  some  unaccountable  oversight  of  the  yard  we  only  called  for  5,000  gal¬ 
lons  under  the  New  York  contract.  Nev/  York  is  our  shipping  port  to  all  our 
vessels  and  squadrons  everywhere,  and  we  purchased  in  open  market  at  New 
York,  I  think,  59,000  gallons,  and  they  were  bought  for  that  yard  at  from  $2 
to  $2  39  a  gallon.  Stover  furnished  it  all ;  and  yet  he  took  the  contract  for 
5,000  gallons  at  $1  40. 

Question.  It  would  seem,  then,  that  his  object  in  bidding  down  low  and  getting 
that  contract  was  to  secure  the  privilege  of  selling  the  same  article  to  the 
government  when  it  wanted  to  make  open  purchases  1 

Answer.  Precisely.  It  was  seldom  that  Stover  came  here  to  the  openings, 
but  I  remember  on  one  occasion  t'sat  Mr.  Brown,  his  clerk,  said,  “We  are  de¬ 
termined  to  have  oil  for  the  Brooklyn  yard  at  all  hazards.”  At  the  other  yards 
oil  is  not  so  much  used  for  shipping  purposes. 

By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  Your  explanation  can  only  apply  to  one  bidding'? 

Answer.  Only  to  one  bidding  under  the  law. 

Question.  Had  you  not  a  right  to  demand  under  such  a  contract  whatever 
you  might  need  of  that  article  ?■ 

AnsM'er.  At  one  time  we  had  a  right  to  demand  an  unlimited  quantity  of  any 
one  article ;  but  now,  for  several  biddings,  by  order  of  the  honorable  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  the  bids  have  been  for  specific  articles  and  specific  amounts,  and 
after  specific  amounts  were  fixed  the  bidders  dropped  down  in  the  price  for  the 
purpose  of  controlling  the  open  market. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  By  what  rule  or  order  was  it  that  the  navy  agents  were  to  make 
their  open  purchases  of  the  contractors  1 

Answer.  It  was  an  old  order  issued,  I  think,  by  Mr.  Dobbin,  when  he  was 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  that  a  man  who  took  a  contract  should  have  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  selling  the  article  contracted  for  to  the  government  in  the  open  pur¬ 
chases,  provided  he  furnished  it  as  low  as  the  market  price.  The  order  was 
to  give  the  contractors  the  preference. 

.  By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  When  was  the  order  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  made  which 
you  say  confined  the  contracts  to  specific  amounts  ? 

Answer.  Secretary  W^elles  made  an  order  that  we  should  be  limited  so  that 
we  could  only  demand  from  any  contractor  double  the  amount  called  for  in  the 
contract.  That  order  applied  to  what  we  call  the  bids  for  1862-’63. 

Question.  Was  that  order  in  force  in  February,  1863. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  When  it  was  made  J 

Answer.  The  order  was  incorporated  in  our  contracts  in  June,  1862.  I  am 
very  certain  it  was.  It  was  the  last  bidding  we  had  on  oil  prior  to  its  going 
into  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering.  I  think  it  was  at  what  we  call  the 
1862-’63  opening,  though  the  actual  opening  was,  I  think,  not  until  September, 

1862.  • 

Question.  Did  that  order  that  you  should  not  call  for  more  than  double  the 

amount  apply  to  all  the  bids  1 

Answer.  To  all ;  and  let  me  state  a  case  to  illustrate  the  necessity^  of  it. 
There  is  the  article  of  lead.  We  called  for  pig  lead  and  sheet  lead  in  the 
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same  class,  and  those  were  the  only  three  items  in  that  class — 5,000  pounds  pip^ 
lead,  and  15,000  pounds  sheet  lead.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  bid  for  the  5,000 
pounds  pig  lead  a  quarter  of  a  cent  a  pound,  and  the  15,000  pounds  of  sheet 
lead  they  bid  for  at  15  cents  a  pound.  There  is  not  really  one-sixteenth  of  a 
cent  difference  in  price  between  pig  lead  and  sheet  lead.  They  delivered  of  the 
quarter  of  a  cent  lead  100  pounds  less  than  the  face  of  the  contract  called  for, 
and  of  15  cents  lead,  of  Avhich  they  were  to  deliver  15,000  pounds,  they 
actually  delivered  182,000  pounds,  being  more  than  twelve  times  the  face  of 
the  contract.  This  bid  was  after  the  new  order  of  the  Secretary,  that  we  should 
take  only  twice  the  amount  called  for  on  tli^  face  of  the  contract;  but 
Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  claimed  that  as  there  was  no  law  to  that  effect,  as  this 
was  only  a  statement  contained  in  the  schedule,  they  had  aright  to  deliver  under 
their  contract  all  that  was  called  for.  Mr.  Lenthall  ffnally  offered  to  com¬ 
promise  the  matter  with  them  by  taking  three  times  the  face  of  the  contract, 
which  would  be  45,000  pounds  of  lead,  at  15  cents  a  pound,  and  pay  them  for 
the  rest  at  the  open  market  price  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  lead.  The 
Smiths  contended  that  they  were  entitled  to  15  cents  a  pound  for  the  whole 
182,000  pounds.  Mr.  Lenthall  ffnally  decided  that  he  would  not  pay  the  15 
cents  a  pound,  but  would  pay  them  the  open  market  price  at  the  time  of  the 
delivery.  Then  the  Smiths  took  an  appeal  immediately  from  Mr.  Lenthall  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  override  the  action  of  the*  bureau,  and  after  a 
great  deal  of  correspondence  the  Secretary  ffnally  decided  that,  as  it  was  not 
our  lead  until  we  had  absolutely  agreed  to  take  it,  we  should  settle  for  it  at  the 
market  price  on  the  first  day  of  February  last,  which  we  did  at  11 J  cents  a 
pound — 3J  cents  less  than  the  contract  price,  and  about  three  cents  a  pound 
more  than  the  market  price  was  at  the  time  of  delivery. 

Question.  How  came  they  to  deliver  this  great  quantity  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know.  It  was  done  under  requisitions  from  the  yard,  of 
course.  Again  :  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  had  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  screws. 
They  took  a  lot  of  them  at  a  cent  a  gross,  and  a  lot  of  them  at  $4  50  a  gross. 
They  delivered  less  than  the  face  of  the  contract  of  those  at  a  cent  a  gross— the 
face  of  the  contract  was  for  50  gross — I  remember  it  distinctly — and  of  the 
screws  at  $4  50  a  gross,  they  delivered  enough  to  come  to  $2,280.  Then  there 
was  an  advertisement  for  500  tons  of  American  pig  iron  and  500  tons  of  Scotch 
pig  iron.  Smith  Brother  &  Co.  bid  for  the  Scotch  iron  at  one  dollar  a  ton, 
and  the  American  iron  at  $33  a  ton.  They  delivered  about  two  or  three  times 
the  face  of  their  contract  of  the  $33  a  ton  iron,  and  little  or  nothing  of  the  one 
dollar  a  ton  iron. 

I  state  this  general  proposition  in  regard  to  their  bids,  and  I  state  it  u.nder 
oath,  because  I  have  looked  the  thing  out,  that,  with  one  solitary  exception, 
and  that  is  the  firm  of  Tilton  &  Wheelright,  of  Boston,  Smith  Brothers  &  Co. 
have  had  a  vastly’  greater  number  of  ‘nominal  bids  and  extravagantly  high  bids 
than  any  other  parties  who  have  bid  with  our  bureau,  and  they  have  delivered 
on  those  extravagant  prices  vastly  in  excess  of  anybody  else  on  extravagant 
prices,  and  on  their  nominal  prices  they  have  delivered  vastly  less  than  any 
other  contractor  with  our  bureau. 

In  regard  to  the  screws,  we  wrote  to  the  yard  to  know  upon  what  vessels  the 
screws  were  to  be  charged.  The  screws  are  delivered  for  such  and  such  a 
vessel  and  we  want  to  know  for  what  vessel  they  are  delivered,  as  Ave  keep  an 
account  .of  the  whole  expense  of  each  vessel.  We  found  that  the  keels  of  seve¬ 
ral  of  the  vessels  for  which  these  screws  were  ordered  had  just  been  laid,  Ave 
had  just  given  the  orders  for  the  vessels,  and  they  were  just  about  commencing 
them,  so  that  the  screAvs  AAmuld  not  be  Avanted  certainly  for  eight  or  ten  months. 
I  am  sure  they  would  not  have  been  Wanted  until  after  the  expiration  of  that 
fiscal  year.  As  I  have  said,  many  of  the  vessels  for  which  the  screws  were 
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ordered  Lad  just  been  ordered  to  be  built,  and  contracts  for  the  delivery  of 
machinery  for  those  vessels  exist  for  over  a  year  hence. 

Question.  Were  there  any  deliveries  of  lead  or  screws,  or  anything  else,  made 
by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  except  on  regular  requisitions  from  the  yard  ? 

Answer.  That  we  do  not  know  ;  we  never  see  the  requisitions :  but  I  have  no 
sort  of  doubt  they  had  regular  reqaisitions.  I  do  not  think  the  navy  agent  had 
anything'to  do  with,  any  improper  conduct  in  that  matter,  but  it  seemed  a  little 
singular  to  us  that  there  should  have  been  such  an  immense  delivery  when 
there  was  no  call  for  it.  We  thought  there  must  have  been  some  collusion 
somewhere. 


Testimony  of  Ira  Murdock. 

February  20,  1864. 

Ira  Murdock  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  Where  do  you  reside  ? 

Answer.  In  Bridgewater,  Massachusetts. 

Question.  When,  if  ever,  were  you  in  the  Bureau  of  Engineering,  in  the  Navy 
Department  ? 

Answer.  I  was  in  the  office,  I  think,  nearly  four  years.  My  business  was 
detailing  naval  engineers  for  the  service,  and  keeping  a  record  of  naval  engi¬ 
neers,  their  sea  service,  examinations,  &c.,  and  everything  connected  with  the 
engineer  corps. 

Question.  When  did  you  leave  the  bureau  ? 

Answer.  I  left  the  office  in  July  last ;  but  sickness  kept  me  out  of  the  office 
a  great  part  of  the  time  for  nine  months  prior  to  that. 

Question.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  furnishing  plans  to  contractors  ? 

The  witness.  What  class  of  contractors  ? 

Mr.  Hale.  For  building  steam  machinery. 

Answer.  At  the  time  when  the  government  built  the  first  twenty -three  gun¬ 
boats,  a  gentleman  in  the  office,  who  was  chief  draughtsman,  got  up  a  set  of  de¬ 
tailed  drawings.  Some  of  those  I  sent  to  the  contractors,  put  them  in  envel¬ 
opes,  and  forwarded  them  from  the  bureau.  I  had,  however,  no  interest  any 
more  than  to  do  that. 

Question.  Was  anything  paid  for  them  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  How  much  ? 

Answer.  He  was  to  have  had,  I  think,  S400  a  set ;  but  they  proved  unsatis¬ 
factory,  and  I  do  not  think  he  ever  realized  more  than  $300  or  $400.  I  saw 
the  gentleman  in  New  York  one  day  this  week  and  he  told  me. 

Mr.  Hale.  State  only  what  you  know  yourself. 

The  witness.  I  was  going  to  say  that  the  same  gentleman  told  me  he  had 
not  received  his  pay,  but  had  got  only  $300  or  $400  in  all. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  these  detailed  drawings  were  furnished  by 
yourself  or  anybody  else  to  the  contractors  ? 

Answer.  Those  detailed  drawings,  some  two  and  a  half  years  ago,  were  fur¬ 
nished  by  Mr.  Edward  Farren,  chief  draughtsman  in  the  office  at  that  time. 

Question.  How  many  contractors  were  furnished  with  them  ? 

Answer.  I  should  say  five  to  seven.  I  think  not  more  than  seven. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Avhat  they  were  to  pay  apiece  for  them  ? 

Answer.  They  were  to  pay  $400  each,  per  set.  I  think  that  was  the  sum 
which  he  named. 
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Question.  What  were  those  detailed  drawings  ?  Were  they  lithographs? 

Answer.  They  were  photographs  from  his  drawings.  They  were  detailed 
drawings  showing  every  part  and  every  ,  piece  of  the  steam-engine,  the  size, 
weight,  &c. 

Question.  Was  not  the  department  bound  to  furnish  them  to  the  contractors  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  All  contracts  distinctly  state  that  the  parties  contracting 
shall  furnish  their  own  detailed  drawings  ;  the  department  furnishing  general 
drawings,  from  which  they  make  these  detailed  drawings. 

Question.  Those  seven  that  you  speak  of,  then,  were  the  same  thing  ? 

Answer.  All  the  same  thing.  It  was  machinery  for  the  first  twenty-three 
screw  gunboats,  which  were  started  soon  after  the  breaking  out  of  the  rebellion., 

Question.  Were  only  seven  of  those  contractors  furnished  with  them  ? 

Answer.  I  think  only  seven,  but  I  am  not  quite  sure  now,  as  it  is  some  time 
ago. 

Question.  Is  that  the  only  instance  you  know  of  in  which  detailed  drawings 
were  furnished  and  paid  for  ?  « 

Answer.  That  is  the  only  instance  I  know  of 

Question.  Do  you  kuo\v  of  any  other  moneys  being  paid  to  any  officer  in 
that  bureau  for  anything  connected  with  contracts  of  any  sort? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  do  not  know  of  any  instance  where  money  has  been  paid, 
with  that  exception,  and  that,  I  suppose,  was  considered  equal  to  the  value 
received. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  no  instance  of  any  money  promised  to  be  paid  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Is  this  gentleman,  Mr.  Farren,  occupying  that  place  now  as 
draughtsman  ?  - 

Answer.  He  is  not. 

Question.  When  did  he  leave  the  department  ? 

Answer.  He  left  the  department  fifteen  months  ago,  I  should  think,  at  least. 

Question.  Do  you  know  what  disposition  was  made  of  that  money  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  anybody  shared  it  with  him  or  not? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  money  having  been  paid  by  any  contractor 
to  anybody  in  the  bureau  or  office  ? 

Answer.  Money  has  passed  through  my  hands  to  pay  patent  fees  on  Mar¬ 
tin’s  boiler  and  on  Sewall’s  condenser. 

Mr.  Hale.  I  do  not  understand  the  connexion  of  that. 

The  witness.  Before  the  last  payment  is  made  on  the  machinery  of  all 
steamers,  the  contractors  are  required  to  furnish  releases  from  all  parties  hold¬ 
ing  patents  upon  any  articles  used  in  their  construction.  There  are  several 
patents  used  in  making  machinery  for  the  government. 

Question.  How  did  this  money  come  into  your  hands  ? 

,  Answer.  There  are  two  parties  in  Boston  who  sent  me  a  check  for  the 
money,  $2,000,  I  think.  I  received  two  checks  of  $2,000  each,  which  I  paid, 
one  to  Mr.  Martin  for  Martin’s  boiler,  and  one  to  Mr.  Sewall  for  Sewall’s  con¬ 
denser. 

Question.  Who  sent  the  money  ? 

Answer.  The  Atlantic  Works  and  the  Globe  Locomotive  Works,  of  Boston. 

Question.  To  whom  did  you  pay  the  money  ? 

Answer.  I  paid  $2,000  to  Mr.  Martin,  and  $2,000  to  Mr.  Sewall. 

Question.  Are  these  the  only  sums  you  know  of  as  having  been  paid  to  any¬ 
body  in  the  office  ? 

Answer.  I  have  no  recollection  myself  of  any  other  sums  of  money.  I  do 
not  know  that  any  other  parties  ever  received  money  for  themselves,  or  even 
to  pass  through  their  hands  for  others. 
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Question.  Did  you  know  of  any  practices  in  the  bureau,  during  the  time  you 
were  there,  that  are  unfair  or  illegal  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir,  I  cannot  name  any.  There  are  complaints,  as  there  are 
against  all  bureaus. 

Question.  Did  you  know  anything  about  the  Dakota  ? 

Answer.  But  very  little.  The  Dakota  was  being  built  when  I  entered  the 
office. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  conditions  on  which  she  was 
built,  whether  she  was  to  be  paid  a  certain  sum  if  she  made  a  certain  time,? 

Answer.  I  have  read  the  contract  a  number  of  times,  and  I  think  there*were 
some  conditions  of  that  kind. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether,  in  accordance  with  the  contract,  the  last 
per-centage  was  kept  back  awhile  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  there  was  a  board  that  sat  on  the  Dakota  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember  any  board  of  that  kind. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  there  was  any  controversy  about  the  pay¬ 
ment  for  her,  whether  the  money  was  all  paid  down,  or  whether  the  parties 
were  suspended  awhile  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  how  that  was,  but  my  impression  now  is  that  there 
was  some  controversy.  The  only  thing  that  I  remember  in  regard  to  it  is,  that 
Mr.  Hazelhurst,  the  contractor,  was  at  the  office  two  or  three  times  with  Mr. 
Abbott,  of  Baltimore,  and  my  impression  is  their  business  was  with  regard  to 
the  last  payment  of  the  Dakota  j  but  it  is  a  long  time  ago,  at  least  three  years 
ago,  and  I  remember  very  little  about  it. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  or  not  there  was  any  money  paid  to  any¬ 
body  to  get  that  last  payment  through  ?  ^ 

Answer.  I  do  not  know. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  it  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  personally  deliver  any  detailed  drawings  or  any¬ 
thing  of  that  sort,  anything  connected  with  these  engineer  drawings,  to  any¬ 
body  in  New  York  city,  aside  from  the  ones  you  have  spoken  of? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  do  not  remember  ever  having  done  it. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  receive*  a  thousand  dollars  from  anybody  in  New 

York  or  Hartford  for  any  drawings  or  anything  connected  with  those  contracts 
coming  from  the  bureau  ? 

An^er,  No,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  such  sum  having  been  paid  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  state  to  anybody  that  you  Jiad  received  that  amount, 
or  words  to  that  effect ! 

Answer.  No,  sir,  I  do  not  remember  that  I  ever  did. 

Question.  And  you  never  have  received  it  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  known  any  negotiations  between  any  contractors 
tor  steam  engineering  and  anybody  else  for  the  bureau,  aside  from  the  ones 
you  have  testified  to  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  remember  none. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle :  • 

Question.  You  say  you  reside  in  Bridgewater,  Massachusetts;  what  is  the 
lame  of  the  county  ? 

Answer.  Plymouth  county.  ‘ 

Question,  I)id  you  purchase  a  house  and  lot  at  Bridgewater  not  long  ago  ? 

Ans^^r.  Yes,  sir.  I  held  a  mortgage  on  a  house,  and  I  took  possession  of  it 
Bep.  No.  99 - 9 
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some  year  ago.  The  owner  of  the  house  was  down  in  the  southern  country; 
he  went  there  to  live  after  the  rebellion,  and  I  think  has  been  heard  from  not 
more  than  once  or  twice  since  he  left. 

Question.  Did  he  join  the  rebels,  as  you  understand  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  he  did;  it  is  supposed  that  he  did.  His  wife 
could  not  carry  on  the  place ;  circumstances  were  embarrassing  at  the  time  he 
left,  and  I  paid  her  a  certain  sum  of  money,  and  took  the  house,  with  a  guarantee 
from  Jier  brothers  and  his  brothers  in  Boston — responsible  men — that  I  should, 
at  a  certain  time,  receive  a  deed  from  him,  which  I  have  not  received. 

Question.  How  much  was  your  mortgage  ? 

Answer.  About  $5,000. 

Question.  And  how  much  did  you  give  her  ? 

Answer.  $1,500. 

Question.  Do  you  know  a  gentleman  in  Boston  by  the  name  of  Pratt,  of  the 
firm  of  Bowers,  Pratt  &  Co.] 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  very  well. 

Question.  Has  Mr.  Pratt  given  to  you,  or  to  your  wife  or  family,  in  any  way, 
direct  or  indirect,  anything  in  consideration  of  any  favor  you  may  have  done 
him  connected  with  the  department  or  the  government  % 

Answer.  Never  a  dollar. 

Question.  Do  you  know  any  other  clerk  connected  with  the  Navy  Depart¬ 
ment  who  resides  in  that  section  of  Massachusetts,  except  yourself  and  Mr. 
Farwell  ? 

Answer.  Mr.  Farwell  has  a  house  there.  There  is  no  other  clerk  of  the  Navy 
Department,  or  connected  with  the  bureaus,  living  in  that  county.  I  wish  to 
state,  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  do  so,  that  Mr.  Pratt  and  Mr.  Ellis  are  distant 
relatives  and  friends  of  mine.  I  have  had  charge,  almost  all  my  life,  of  a  man¬ 
ufacturing  establishment  owned  by  Mr.  Ellis.  I  have  at  times  for  fifteen  years 
had  sums  of  money — sometimes  large  sums — for  him  to  use ;  and  I  have  also 
■  had  money  from  Mr.  Pratt,  though  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  had  any  from 
him  for  some  years.  There  has  been  a  business  connexion  between  Mr.  Pratt 
and  Mr.  Ellis  and  myself  covering  a  period  of  at  least  eighteen  years. 

Question.  Had  you,  while  in  the  department  as  a  clerk,  any  interest  in  any 
contracts  or  any  business  done  by  Mr.  Pratt  for  the  government  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  he  ever  take  any  contracts  of  the  government,  to  your  knowl¬ 
edge  1 

Answer.  Never,  to  my  knowledge. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  any  interest  in  any  with  Mr.  Ellis  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  And  never  received  anything  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  Mr.  Ellis,  I  think,  never  had  any  contract  with  the  gov¬ 
ernment  until  within  the  last  month  or  six  weeks. 


Testimony  of  Matthias  Ellis. 

February  20,  1864. 

Matthias  Ellis  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Where  do  you  reside  ? 

Answer.  I  have  two  residences — one  in  the  city  of  Boston,  and  another  inf. 
Carver,  in  the  county  of  Plymouth,  Massachusetts.  The  latter  is  my  voting 
residence. 
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Question.  Have  you  ever  been  a  contractor  -with  the  government  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  to  small  amounts  with  the  Navy  Department. 

Question.  When  were  yon  first  a  contractor  with  them  ? 

Answer.  In  June  or  July  last.  I  went  out  of  business  in  1860  and  went  to 
Europe,  and  remained  there  until  January,  1863.  When  I  returned  I  com¬ 
menced  my  regular  business  again.  In  the  following  June  I  was  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  and  I  remember  it  was  just  before  the  battle  of  Gettysburg. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Pratt,  of  the  firm  of 
Bowers,  Pratt  &  Co.,  before  you  went  into  these  contracts  ? 

Answer.  We  had  a  general  conversation  about  it. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  any  means  that  were  used  to  get 
high  prices  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  any  such  talk  with  anybody  ? 

Answer.  I  believe  that  Mr.  Smith  called  at  my  office  in  Federal  street  one 
day  when  Mr.  Pratt  was  there,  but  we  did  not  have  any  conversation  iii  relation 
to  high  prices.  What  he  said,  as  I  understood  it,  was  rather  discouraging  to 
my  bidding  at  all,  as  he  said  there  was  no  profit  to  be  made — hardly  a  commis¬ 
sion — as  there  was  a  certain  number  of  men  in  New  York  who  were  taking-  con- 
tracts  at  cost. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Smith  appeared  there  by  request  of  you 
or  of  Pratt  1 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember  as  to  that,  whether  he  appeared  by  request  or 
not. 

Question.  Do  you  say  there  was  no  conversation  between  you  and  Pratt,  or 
you  and  Smith,  or  Smith  and  Pratt,  in  your  presence,  about  any  means  that 
were  to  be  used  to  get  high  prices  1 

Answer.  There  was  no  conversation  in  relation  to  means  to  be  used.  We 
had  a  general  conversation,  the  same  as  we  would  about  any  other  business 
matter.  I  suppose  the  question  has  reference  to  any  unfair  means,  or  anything 
that  was  not  business-like. 

Question.  The  question  is,  whether  there  was  anything  said  about  any  in¬ 
fluences  that  could  be  secured  at  Washington  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  told  Mr.  Smith  (if  that  might  be  an  influence)  that- 
I  knew  a  Mr.  Murdock  very  well  indeed,  who  was  a  clerk  in  one  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  here,  and  that  he  would  give  me  all  information,  no  doubt,  in  relation  to 
how  bids  had  been  made,  or  anything  we  might  ask  or  wish  to  know  in  relation 
to  the  schedules. 

Question.  In  some  of  your  bids  there  seem  to  have  been  some  alterations 
made  in  the  prices;  how  is  that? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  I  altered  some,  and,  with  a  gentleman  who  was  with  me, 
altered  them  in  a  great  hurry,  about  half  an  hour  before  I  left  Washington.  It 
was  about  the  time  that  Lee  was  making  his  raid  into  Pennsylvania,  and  we 
were  a  little  fearful  that  he  would  cut  off  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad.  I 
had  made  up  my  bids  two  or  three  days  before,  and  I  then  changed  some  of 
them  in  the  prices.  I  did  not  change  the  extensions,  I  believe,  but  merely 
changed  the  prices  per  pound,  or  per  foot,  or  whatever  it  might  have  been, 
because  I  was  told  that  the  extensions  were  not  at  all  considered  at  the  bureau ; 
only  the  prices  set  down  in  the  column  of  prices. 

Question.  What  are  the  alterations  you  made? 

Answer.  In  the  bids  for  the  Bureau  of  Construction,  I  believe  the  alterations 
were  in  the  price  per  pound  of  iron.  It  was  done  a  very  short  time  before  I 
left  Washington.  *  I  think  nearly  all  my  bids  were* altered,  but  I  believe  I  did 
not  receive  contracts  for  more  than  one  or  two  classes  out  of  fifteen  bids.  I 
altered  the  figures  because  I  was  under  the  impression  that  Lee’s  raid  was  to 
be  successful,  and  it  might  make  some  difference  to  me. 
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Question.  How  many  contracts  did  you  get  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  how  many.  I  think  I  had  one  in  the  Bureau  of  Con¬ 
struction  for  iron  spikes  for  the  Charlestown  navy  yard,  and  I  believe  one  for 
steel  for  the  Kittery  navy  yard.  I  think  those  were  all.  But  in  the  Bureau  of 
Yards  and  Docks,  under  a  subsequent  bid,  I  think  about  three  weeks  later,  I 
got  a  contract  for  a  class  of  round  iron  and  nails  for  the  Charlestown  yard, 
and  I  think  for  the  same  class  at  Kittery.  Then,  in  the  Bureau  of  Equipment, 

I  got  a  class  of  copper  wire  for  the  Charlestown  yard,  and  I  lost  something  like 
four  cents  a  pound  by  putting  in  that  bid.  I  took  it  at  cents,  but  in  the 

mean  time,  before  the  bureau  required  it,  copper  wire  went  up  to  50  cents  a 
pound.  I  think  I  got  it  at  48  cents,  and  so  lost  3J  cents  a  pound. 

Question.  You  say  you  never  paid  anything,  nor  promised  to  pay  anybody, 
nor  had  any  talk  with  anybody,  about  any  aid  or  assistance  to  be  given  to  you 
in  getting  contracts  through  ? 

Answer.  Not  the  least.  I  never  -have  paid  anybody,  never  have  promised 
to  pay  anybody,  never  have  had  any  understanding  to  pay  anybody,  and  my 
contracts  have  been  such  with  the  three  Bureaus  of  Steam  Engineering,  Con¬ 
struction,  and  Yards  and  Docks,  that  I  should  have  been  at  least  $S,000  better 
off  if  I  had  not  taken  the  contracts.  The  prices  of  materials  have  risen  so 
much  since  last  July  that  I  shall  lose  on  the  contracts,  If  I  could  have  been 
able  to  put  everything  in  all  the  classes,  as  some  other  contractors,  I  should 
have  made  a  small  commission ;  but  I  could  not  get  the  requisitions,  while  I 
found  that  other  contractors  for  the  same  yards  got  their  requisitions  and  put 
all  their  iron  in. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  By  whom  are  these  requisitions  made  at  the  yards  %  Who,  practi¬ 
cally,  is  the  person  who  does  it  % 

Answer.  The  naval  storekeeper. 

Question.  You  speak  of  some  other  contractors  getting  requisitions  for  all 
the  articles  they  bid  for.  What  yards  do  you  refer  to  'I 

Answer.  I  refer  to  the  Charlestown  navy  yard. 

Question.  And  you  say  the  naval  storekeeper  makes  the  requisitions 

Answer.  He  makes  the  requisitions,  but  there  are  clerks  under  him.  For 
instance,  the  chief  clerk  in  the  machinery  department  would  make  a  requisition 
for  boiler  iron,  &c.,  to  be  used  ‘in  his  department,  and  he  would  send  in  the 
^requisition  to  the  naval  storekeeper,  who,  I  presume,  does  nothing  but  sign  it. 

By  Mr.  Hale; 

Question.  Are  not  those  requisitions  approved  by  the  commandant  before 
they  go  to  the  naval  storekeeper '? 

Answer.  I  am  not  so  sure  about  that.  I  cannot  say  whether  the  commandant 
has  to  approve  the  requisitions  first  or  not.  I  never  examined  my  requisitions 
enough  to,  know  that. 

Question.  Does  not  the  commandant  have  to  approve  it  before  the  article  is 
ordered  ? 

Answer.  I  know  the  requisitions  originate  with  the  master  mechanics.  I  can¬ 
not  say  whether  they  are  approved  by  the  commandant.  I  have  only  noticed 
the  name  of  Josiah  Dunham,  naval  storekeeper,  signed  to  my  requisitions.  | 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  In  the  form  in  which  you  make  your  statement  that  some  con¬ 
tractors  could  get  their  requisitions  filled,  bpt  you  could  not  get  yours  filled,  it  *! 
would  seem  to  imply  that  they  received  :Some  favor  at  the  jards  which  you  i 
could  not  get.  Is  that  what  you  mean  ?  j 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  I  mean  to  imply  that.  I 

Question.  Might  it  not  have  been  from  ,  the  necessities  of  the  yard  for  the  |j 
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articles — that  they  stood  more  in  need  of  the  articles  of  those  other  contractors 
than  of  the  articles  you  bid  for  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir,  I  should  think  not ;  because  I  had  a  general  assortment, 
and  they  asked  for  mine  in  small  lots ;  even  so  small  as  to  send  over  to  me  for 
one  bar  of  iron,  which  it  cost  me  75  cents  to  deliver  in  the  navy  yard,  when  the 
u-on  itself  was  not  worth  much  more  than  that ;  while  other  parties  were  putting 
in  immense  quantities  at  the  same  time.  One  of  the  firm  of  Smith  Brothers  & 
Co.,  who  were  contractors  at  the  same  time,  told  me,  immediately  after  they 
received  their  contract,  that  they  were  going  to  work  and  fill  it  at  once,  and 
send  all  the  articles  to  the  yard. 

Question.  Which  Smith  was  that  ? 

Answer.  I  think  it  was  Franklin  W.  Smith.  If  I  could  have  done  that,  it 
would  have  been  a  great  advantage  to  me,  because  round  iron  at  that  time  was 
worth  but  3|  cents  a  pound,  while  to-day  it  is  worth  6  cents. 

Question.  If  you  could  have  delivered  it  then  you  would  have  saved  your¬ 
self  on  your  contract  ? 

Answer.  I  should  have  made  a  small  commission. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  Smith  did  go  on  and  deliver  the  whole 
amount  called  for  by  his  contract  to  the  yard  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  swear  that  he  did,  but  it  is  my  impression  that  he  did. 
He  told  me  that  he  was  going  to  do  it. 

Question.  In  the  conversation  which  you  had  with  Smith,  did  you  in  any 
way  intimate  to  him  that  you  could  receive  some  favor  here  at  the  department, 
through  Murdock^  anything  more  than  that  Murdock  would  be  willing  to  give 
you  information  as  to  how  to  put  in  bids  1 

Answer.  That  is  all. 

Question.  Was  there  anything  said  to  Mr.  Smith  about  there  being  a  way  to 
grease  the  wheels  here  or  at  Washington? 

Answer.  I  never  used  that  expression. 

Question.  What  do  you  know,  if  anything,  about  the  delivery  of  Straight’s 
tin  for  Banca  tin  ? 

Answer.  I  know  nothing  positively  on  that  subject;  only  by  hearsay. 

Question.  Do  you  know  it  from  Mr.  Smith  ? 

Answer.  No. 

Question.  What  is  the  difference  in  price  between  the  two  kinds  of  tin? 

Answer.  About  five  cents  a  pound;  and  it  is  rather  difficult  to  tell  the 
difference  between  the'  two  kinds.  It  requires  a  very  excellent  iudo’e  who 
knows  them.  ^ 

Question.  Will  you  state  from  your  practical  experience  as  a  business  man, 
knowing  how  these  purchases  are  made  at  the  navy  yard  there  at  Charlestown, 

whether  the  open  purchases,  as  they  are  caUed,  operate  for  the  benefit  of  the 
government  ? 

Answer.  In  my  opinion  the  practical  operation  of  the  open  purchases  in, 
Boston  is,  that  the  navy  agent  gives  them  almost  entirely  to  one  party. 

Question.  Who  is  that  party? 

Answer.  It  is  generally  understood  by  everybody  in  Boston  to  be  Smithi 
Bribers  &  Compaiiy.  I  can  only  give  my  experience  in  relation  to  that. 

Question.  What  is  your  experience;  is  there  any  competition  allowed  in  these- 
Scll6S  ? 

Answer.  Being  a  contractor  myself,  I  had  always  understood,  and  I  had  un- 
erstood  it  from  the  authority  of  Admiral  Smith,  that  when  my  contracts  with 
the  bureau  were  filled,  if  the  yard  wished  any  more  of  the  same  sort  of  goods, 
the  navy  agent  was  obliged  to  apply  to  me  for  my  prices,  and  if  my  prices  for 
the  article  wanted  were  as  low  as  those  of  anybody  else,  I  should  have  the  pref¬ 
erence  in  furnishing  them.  Mr.  Norton  has  never  applied  to  me  under  any  cir¬ 
cumstances  for  anything  for  open  purchases.  I  had  a  contract  with  the  Bureau 
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of  Yards  and  Docks  for  a  quantity  of  nails;  my  contract  was  filled,  I  think,  up 
to  within  six  casks,  and  I  received  a  requisition  for  six  casks  and  sent  them 
over.  Shortly  after  I  had  some  trouble  with  the  accounts,  and  I  went  over  to 
the  navy  yard  to  see  how  our  accounts  agreed,  and  Mr.  Dunham,  or  Mr.  Dun¬ 
ham’s  son,  in  looking  over  the  requisitions,  showed  me  that  the  day  they  re¬ 
quired  six  casks  of  nails  on  my  contract  with  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 
they  wanted  six  more  casks  for  that  same  bureau,  and  of  course  they  must  be 
procured  by  open  purchase,  being  above  the  quantity  called  for  in  my  contract, 
and  I  was  not  applied  to  to  furnish  those  six  casks  of  nails,  but  they  were  given 
to  Smith  Brothers  &  Company,  and  the  bill  was  shown  to  me  on  the  naval 
storekeeper’s  books  there. 

By  Mr.  Buckalew : 

Question.  At  what  price  ? 

Answer.  At  the  market  price  and  a  commission  over  the  market  price.  You 
could  buy  nails  at  four  and  one-half  cents  a  pound  at  that  time,  and  they  were 
put  in  by  Smith  at  four  and  three-fourths  cents. 

Question.  What  was  the  price  in  your  contract  ? 

Answer.  Five  cents  a  pound  for  nails.  What  I  mean  to  say  is,  that  they  did 
not  apply  to  me,  and,  as  I  understood  from  Admiral  Smith,  they  ought  to  have 
applied  to  me,  and  if  I  was  willing  to  furnish  them  as  cheap  as  anybody  else  I 
should  have  had  the  preference. 

Question.  You  do  not  refer  to  any  law,  but  to  custom  ? 

Answer.  That  I  understood  was  the  custom. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle; 

Question.  Are  there  any  other  statements  you  can  make  in  regard  to  the 
matters  of  inquiry  before  this  committee  ? 

Answer.  I  find  some  things  in  contracts  made  some  time  since  which  seem  to 
me  very  singular.  As  near  as  I  can  remember,  I  saw  a  contract  in  the  Charles¬ 
town  navy  yard  with  Smith  Brothers  &  Company,  in  which  they  were  to  have 
either  one  dollar  or  half  a  dollar  a  ton  for  500  tons  of  Scotch  pig  iron,  and  were 
to  have  $32  or  $33  a  ton  for  500  tons  of  No.  1  American  pig  iron,  and,  accord¬ 
ing  to  my  recollection,  at  that  time  Scotch  pig  and  American  pig  would  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $20  a  ton  in  value  in  the  market.  I  inquired  if  that  Scotch  pig  iron  was 
put  into  the  yard,  and  understood  that  it  was  not,  while  the  American  pig  was 
put  in  at  a  profit,  of  course,  of  $13  a  ton.  The  Scotch  pig,  which  was  taken  at  a 
mere  nominal  price,  was  not  put  in.  That  is  what  I  heard  at  the  time,  but  that 
can  easily  be  found,  out  by  investigation  at  the  yard. 

Here  is  another  thing.  I  had  occasion  to  inquire  about  pig  iron,  and  I  now 
have  a  copy  which  I  made  from  the  books. 

Mr.  Buckalew.  What  books  ^ 

The  witness.  I  asked  in  the  Bureau  of  Construction  to  be  permitted  to  see 
how  much  iron  was  delivered  of  class  B.  They  always  mark  in  pencil  marks 
on  the  books  the  amount  delivered,  so  as  to  know  what  amount  has  been  deliv¬ 
ered  on  each  class.  In  class  B,  the  contract  called  for  50  tons  of  No.  1  Amer¬ 
ican  pig  iron,  and  Smith  Brothers  and  Company  bid  $33  a  ton,  and  called  for 
50  tons  of  No.  2  pig  iron,  which  they  bid  for  at  $18  a  ton.  There  is  gener¬ 
ally  a  difference  of  two  dollars  a  ton  between  the  market  price  of  the  two.  They 
put  in  one  hundred  tons  at  $33,  and  23  tons  at  $18.  At  that  time  the  iron  was 
worth  about  $20  a  ton. 

I  think  that  old  way  of  bidding  has  now  all  passed  away.  But  I  find  a  contract 
of  November  9,  1862,  with  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  for  6,000  pounds  of 
cast  steel,  300  pounds  of  German  steel,  1,000  pounds  of  octagon  steel,  500 
pounds  of  hammered  steel,  500  pounds  of  wire  steel,  500  pounds  sheet  steely 
and  400  pounds  of  English  steel.  Smith  Brothers  and  Company  got  the  con- 
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tract  at  seventeen  and  one-lialf  cents  a  pound  for  the  cast  steel,  one-fourth  of  a 
cent  for  the  German,  five  cents  for  the  octagon,  one-half  cent  for  the  hammered, 
one-half  cent  for  the  wire,  one-half  cent  for  the  sheet,  and  one-half  cent  for  the 
English  steel.  Of  course,  these  half  cents  and  quarter  cents  are  mere  nominal 
prices,  as  anybody  knows  who  knows  anything  about  steel.  I  was  curious  to 
see  how  much  was  delivered  under  this  contract,  and  I  find  that,  of  the  cast 
steel,  at  seventeen  and  one-half  cents  per  pound,  and  of  which  the  government 
advertised  for  6,000  pounds,  13,203]  pounds  were  delivered,  more  than  double 
the  amount  advertised  for.  Of  the  German  steel,  at  one-fourth  of  a  cent  a  pound, 
they  delivered  none.  Of  the  octagon  steel,  at  five  cents  a  pound,  they  delivered 
423  pounds  out  of  the  1,000  pounds  advertised  for.  Of  the  hammered  steel,  at 
one-half  cent  a  pound,  none  was  delivered.  Of  the  wire  steel,  at  one-half  cent  a 
pound,  none  was  delivered.  Of  the  sheet  steel,  at  one-half  cent  a  pound,  none 
was  delivered.  Of  the  English  steel,  at  one-half  cent  a  pound,  235^  pounds 
were  delivered. 

Mr.  Buckalew.  Do  I  understand  that  you  are  reciting  particular  items  from 
bids,  or  the  whole  of  them  ? 

Answer.  I  give  the  whole  of  a  class. 

Mr.  Buckalew.  I  am  asking  generally  in  regard  to  the  case  you  have  just 
alluded  to. 

Answer.  That  was  a  whole  class.  That  was  the  way  the  hid  was  taken,  and 
I  have  given  the  amounts  delivered.  I  presented  it  merely  to  show  how  par¬ 
ties  were  able  to  make  something.  This  is  the  entire  class  13  under  the  adver¬ 
tisement  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  of  October  9,  1862.  Then  there 
was  a  contract  at  the  same  time  with  the  same  parties  for  pig  iron,  and  the  ad¬ 
vertisement  under  that  class  called  for  20  tons  of  Scotch  pig,  50  tons  of  No.  1 
American  pig,  25  tons  of  No.  2  American  pig,  10  tons  of  No.  1  charcoal,  and 
10  tons  of  No.  2  charcoal.  These  parties  bid  $1  a  ton  for  the  Scotch  pig  iron, 
$36  a  ton  for  the  American  pig  iron  No.  1,  $20  for  the  American  pig  iron  No. 
2,  $20  a  ton  for  No.  1  charcoal,  and  $10  a  ton  for  No.  2  charcoal.  The  price 
of  Scotch  pig  iron  in  October,  1862,  I  should  say,  was  about  $20  a.  ton,  and 
No.  1  American  pig  about  the  same.  No.  2  was  generally  SI  or  $2  a  ton  less. 
The  charcoal  iron  No.  1  is  usually  worth  something  like  $10  a  ton  more. 

I  was  interested  to  see  how  much  was  delivered  at  the  yard  under  this  class, 
and  I  found  that  there  were  10  tons  of  Scotch  pig,  at  $1  a  ton,  only  one-half 
the  number  advertised  for  ;  86  tons  of  No.  1  American  pig,  at  $36  a  ton,  which 
was  36  tons  more  than  the  contract  required ;  15  tons  of  No.  2  American  pig, 
at  $20  a  ton,  which  was  less  than  the  bureau  required ;  3  tons  of  No.  1  char¬ 
coal,  at  $20  a  ton,  when  the  bid  was  for  10  tons  ;  and  2  tons,  of  No.  2  charcoal, 
delivered  at  $10  a  ton,  when  the  bid  was  for  10  tons.  Then  I  had  the  curiosity 
to  see  what  the  average  of  that  iron  would  be,  and  I  found  that  there  were  116 
tons  delivered,  amounting  to  $3,486,  making  an  average  of  a  little  above  $30  a 
ton  for  that  lot — more  than  $10  a  ton  clean  profit,  in  my  judgment.  I  believe, 
however,  this  style  of  bidding  is  entirely  ended  since  the  law  passed  by 
Congress. 

There  is  another  thing  that  looks  very  bad.  Here  is  a^iontract  for  $15,000 
pounds  of  sheet  lead  at  15  cents  a  pound,  when  certainly  lead  could  not  have 
been  worth  more  than  8  cents,  and  106,000  pounds  delivered,  instead  of  15,000, 
and  Mr.  Smith  said  that  he  had  put  182,000  pounds  into  the  yard. 

Mr.  Buckalew.  What  is  the  date  of  that? 

The  witness.  I  have  not  the  date,  but  I  suppose  it  to  be  October  9,  1862.' 
This  is  class  30.  The  government  advertised  for  5,000  pounds  of  pig  lead,  and 
Smith  got  the  contract  at  J  cent  a  pound,  10,000  pounds  of  drawn  pipe  at  5 
cents  a  pound,  15,000  pounds  of  sheet  lead  at  15  cents  a  pound.  He  actually 
delivered  on  that  4,916  pounds  of  pig  lead,  being  within  a  few  pounds  of  what 
was  called  for;  21,693  pounds  of  drawn  pipe,  being  double  the  amount  re- 
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quired;  and  106,616  pounds  of  sheet  lead,  at  15  cents  a  pound,  being  some¬ 
thing  like  seven  times  as  much  as  was  advertised  for. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  What  was  the  fair  market  price  of  those  articles  at  that  time  1 

Answer.  I  do  not  dare  to  state  that,  because  I  cannot  tell.  I  should  judge 
that  the  pig  lead  might  have  been  worth  6  cents  a  pound.  The  sheet  lead 
would  be  more.  Perhaps  8  cents  a  pound  for  that  at  that  time  would  be  fair. 
I  should  say  8  cents  a  pound  at  that  time  for  drawn  pipe. 

Then  there  is  the  contract  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Company  with  the  Bureau 
of  Construction,  for  class  25,  November  8,  1862.  They  bid  for  200,000 
pounds  iron  at  4J  cents  a  pound — delivered  413,204  pounds ;  60,000  pounds  of 
round  iron  at  ^  .cent  a  pound — delivered  60,132  pounds  ;  30,000  pounds  of 
round  iron  at  8  cents  a  pound — delivered  49,810  pounds;  50,000  pounds  of 
square  iron  at  ^  cent  a  pound — delivered  34,242  pounds ;  40,000  pounds  square 
iron  at  J  cent  a  pound — delivered  14,742  pounds;  40,000  pounds  hammered 
iron  at  J  cent  a  pound — delivered  40,008  pounds ;  75,000  pounds  of  flat 
iron  at  7  cents  a  pound — delivered  114,248  pounds;  20,000  pounds  flat  iron  at 
^  cent  a  pound — delivered  35,521  pounds;  5,000  pounds  of  hoop  iron  at  8  cents 
a  pound- — delivered  10,000  pounds  ;  2,000  pounds  thimble  iron  at  6  cents  a 
pound — delivered  4,000  pounds ;  1,000  pounds  sheet  iron  at  11  cents  a  pound — 
delivered  1,055  pounds ;  500  pounds  of  Russia  iron  at  25  cents  a  pound — de¬ 
livered  4,564  pounds,  being  nine  times  the  amount  called  for ;  5,000  spike 
rods  at  5  cents  a  pound — delivered  14,928  pounds;  1,000  Russia  rods  at  10 
cents — delivered  1,600. 

Question.  State  the  market  price  of  these  articles  at  that  time. 

Answer.  I  cannot,  sir,  give  the  market  price.  I  can  only  give  you  my  judg¬ 
ment.  All  kinds  of  iron  were  at  very  low  figures  in  that  period  in  1862.  I 
should  say  3J  cents  a  pound  was  enough  for  the  round  iron.  It  would  depend 
a  good  deal  on  size  as  to  price.  Flat  iron  is  the  same  price  as  round  iron.  As 
to  hoop  iron  I  could  not  judge,  but  I  should  say  perhaps  6  cents  at  that  time. 
Russia  iron  is  the  most  important,  and  I  should  judge  that  in  1862  it  was  about 
14  cents  a  pound,  for  I  bought  at  17j  cents  in  the  following  June,  when  every¬ 
thing  had  advanced. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  other  bids  for  class  26  % 

Answer.  I  merely  took  that  down,  because  square  cast  steel  is  worth  more 
than  round  steel.  The  prices  to-day  for  square  cast  steel  are  16  cents  a  pound 
in  gold,  and  for  round  cast  steel  10  J  cents  in  gold  ;  and  the  bid  was  14  cents 
for  square  steel,  and  18  cents  for  round  steel. 

Question.  Then  there  is  shear  flat  steel  and  blister  steel — what  do  they  bid 
for  that  ? 

Answer.  Half  a  cent  a  pound  for  each  of  those  articles  ;  14  and  18  cents  for 
the  others. 


Testimony  of  Joseph  L.  Savage. 

February  22,  1864. 

Joseph  L.  Savage  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Where  do  you  reside  ? 

Answer.  I  am  residing  in  Brooklyn  at  present. 

Question.  Where  have  you  been  residing  for  some  years  past  ? 

Answer.  I  am  a  native  of  Washington.  I  resided  in  Washington  up  to  1860. 
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Question.  And  since  that  time  in  Brooklyn  ] 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  since  that  time  in  Brooklyn. 

Question.  What  is  your  business  1 

Answer.  It  is  the  general  hardware  business  and  naval  supplies. 

Question.  Where  is  your  place  of  business  ? 

Answer.  I  have  a  place  of  business  in  Washington  city  and  one  also  in  New 
York. 

Question.  Are  you  in  company  mth  an 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Have  you  any  business  connexion  with  0.  W.  Scofield  ? 

Answer.  I  know  Mr.  Scofield  very  well,  and  I  have  not  interfered  with 
classes  W’hich  he  bid  for.  I  have  not  bid  for  them. 

Question.  Have  you  any  business  connexion  with  him  ? 

Answer.  Nothing  more  than  that.  Of  course  we  had  business  together.  I 
buy  a  great  many  goods  from  him. 

Question.  Do  you  occupy  the  same  place  of  business  in  New  York  1  ' 

Answer.  I  have  an  office  in  his  store. 

Question.  Do  you  do  business  in  the  same  room  with  him? 

Answer.  It  is  his  counting-room.  I  have  a  desk  there  just  the  same  as  the 
other  desks.  « 

Question.  In  the  same  room  with  his  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  in  the  same  room.  That  is  very  customary  in  New* 
York.  There  are  sometimes  as  many  as  half  a  dozen  in  one  counting-room 
together  in  different  businesses. 

Question.  Do  you  know  H.  J.  Collins  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Where  is  he  ? 

Answer.  In  New  York. 

Question.  Have  you  any  connexion  with  him  ? 

Answer.  I  had  some  contracts  at  the  Kittery  navy  yard,  and  I  sold  them  to 
Mr.  Collins ;  that  is,  for  a  sum  of  money  he  took  the  contracts,  and  I  gave  him 
powers  of  attorney,  &c.,  to  collect  the  moneys,  and  I  had  nothing  more  to  do 
with  them. 

Question.  Is  that  the  only  business  you  have  with  him  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Or  have  had  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  and  Collins  and  Scofield  know  of  each  other’s  bids  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  .  * 

Question.  Knew  nothing  about  them  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Had  no  consultation  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  hid  for  a  class  F  at  Kittery  last  year — April  7,  1863  ? 

Answer.  I  think  it  very  likely.  I  am  not  positive  about  it. 

Question.  Turn  to  page  973  of  the  Secretary’s  report.  You  took  that 
contract  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Have  you  any  explanation  to  make  of  the  prices  there  ? 

^  Answer.  Kittery  is  a  yard  for  which  I  never  hid  before  this  past  year.  In 
bidding  for  these  contracts  I  found  that  there  were  hut  few  bidders  who  bid; 
many  times  hut  one  bid  put  in.  I  bid  for  several  yards.  I  hid  for  Washington, 
Brooklyn,  and  Kittery;  stnd  all  the  yards  outside  of  Washington  and  New 
York — or  rather  those  for  Kittegey — I  put  at  good  round  prices,  because  goods 
were  advancing  at  that  time,  and  I  did  not  want  to  be  caught  with  contracts  on 
my  hands  on  which  I  would  lose  perhaps  a  large  sum  of  money. 
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Question.  What  was  the  market  price  of  cotton  waste  at  that  time  ? 

Answer.  I  think  from  35  to  40  cents,  but  I  had  bought  it  a  year  before  that 
for  five  or  six  cents. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  selling  to  the  navy  agent  at  that  time  more  than 
the  two  thousand  pounds  that  you  contracted  for  ? 

Answer.  These  are  the  contracts  I  sold  to  Mr.  Collins. 

Question.  In  making  your  sale  to  Oolliirs,  what  did  you  estimate  this  con¬ 
tract  at ;  how  much  did  he  pay  you  on  that  ? 

Answer.  That  I  could  not  tell  unless  I  was  in  New  York. 

Question.  If  you  sold  to  Collins,  you  probably  knew  something  about  them 
when  you  put  in  the  bids ;  you  say  that  you  think  cotton  waste  was  worth 
from  35  to  40  cents  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

.  Question.  What  were  the  anvils  worth  by  the  same  standard  ? 

Answer.  Anvils  are  of  different  qualities.  The  highest  priced  or  the  best 
quality  anvil,  weighing  200  pounds,  would  be  worth  in  the  neighborhood  of  $40 
for  me  to  buy. 

Question.  What  were  the  chopping  axes  worth  1 

Answer.  They  are  also  of  various  qualities.  Hunt’s  axe  is  considered  the 
best,  ranging  from  $1  75  to  $2. 

Question.  What  were  the  small  axes  worth  ? 

’  Answer.  I  do  not  know  what  kind  of  axes  were  put  in  at  all. 

Question.  You  knew  when  you  made  the  contract  what  they  wanted  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  never  saw  the  samples.  I  never  was  at  Kittery  previous 
to  this  bid. 

Question.  You  must  have  had  some  mode  of  judging  of  the  price  ? 

Answer.  I  should  think  best  quality  handled  axes  worth  from  twelve  to 
fifteen  dollars. 

Question.  Apiece? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  by  the  dozen. 

Question.  They  are  given  by  the  piece  here. 

Answer.  Then  from  a  dollar  to  a  dollar  and  a  quarter. 

Question.  What  are  the  calipers  worth  ? 

Answer.  It  is  impossible  for  me  to  say  exactly. 

Question.  What  is  the  best  judgment  you  can  give  ? 

“  Answer.  I  can  quote  you  calipers  at  $6,  but  there  are  what  are  called  masked 
calipers,  that  cost  from  $2  50  to  $3  each. 

Question.  It  is  simply  “calipers”  here? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  but  they  can  require  just  what  they  want. 

Question.  Give  us  the  best  judgment  you  can  about  it  ? 

Answer.  I  really  do  not  know  what  was  put  in. 

Question.  I  do  not  ask  you  what  kind  was  put  in. 

Answer.  My  answer  is,  that  I  do  not  know  what  kind  was  put  in. 

Question.  How  is  it  as  to  the  dividers  ? 

Answer.  They  cost  from  fifty  cents  to  two  dollars. 

Question.  How  is  it  as  to  grindstones  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say.  I  can  tell  you  what  kind  I  furnish  here. 

Question.  Give  the  best  answer  you  can.  What  are  those  grindstones  worth  ? 
What  is  the  market  price? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  what  kind  were  furnished. 

Question.  I  ask  you  what  is  the  market  price  of  grindstones,  150  pounds  each. 

Answer.  They  do  not  always  receive  in  the  yards  what  we  find  in  the  market. 
We  have  got  to  get  them  up  specially  after  their  sample. 

Question.  Is  that  all  the  answer  you  want  to'make  to  the  question  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know. 

Question.  What  is  the  market  price  of  hydraulic  jacks? 
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Answer.  I  think  from  sixty  dollars  to  a  thousand. 

Question.  Is  that  your  answer  to  that? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  What  are  scale  beams  worth  ? 

Answer.  Urom  five  to  twenty-five  dollars. 

Question.  What  are  the  sieves  worth  ? 

The  witness.  Iron  or  brass  ? 

Mr.  Hale.  That  is  not  mentioned  here. 

Answer.  From  twenty-five  cents  to  three  dollars. 

Question.  What  are  scoop  shovels  worth? 

Answer.  They  are  worth  from  one  dollar  to  two  dollars. 

Question.  What  are  steel  squares  worth? 

Answer.  Steel  squares  are  worth  fr^m  $1  25  to  $1  50. 

Question.  What  are  iron  squares  worth  ? 

Answer.  From  twenty -five  to  fifty  cents. 

Question.  What  are  monkey  wrenches,  assorted,  worth  ?  ^ 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  exactly  what  a  monkey  wrench  is. 

Question.  It  seems  you  knew  enough  to  bid. 

Answer.  Well,  sir,  I  once  had  monkey  wrenches  or  something  of  that  kind 
furnished  me,  and  they  compelled  me  to  furnish  ratchet  drills. 

Question.  Where  was  that? 

Answer.  At  Brooklyn  navy  yard.' 

Question.  When  ? 

Answer.  Within  two  years.  I  cannot  locate  the  time. 

Question.  Under  a  bid  for  Coe’s  monkey  wrenches  ? 

Answer.  I  will  not  say  of  Coe’s  monkey  wrenches,  but  a  name  something  like 
this,  not  calling  the  article  by  its  name.  Those  ratchet  drills  are  worth  from 
ten  to  fifteen  dollars  each. 

Question.  Do  you  say  that  you  proposed  for  monkey  wrenches  and  were 
compelled  to  furnish  ratchet  drills  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  had*a  contract  at  the  Brooklyn  navy  yard  for  wrenches 
not  properly  described,  and  I  was  compelled  to  furnish  ratchet  drills,  which  cost 
from  twelve  to  fifteen  dollars  each,  or  from  ten  to  fifteen  dollars  each. 

Question.  Do  you  know  who  else  bid  at  the  Kittery  navy  yard  at  this  time? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

■  Question.  Did  you  have  any  correspondence  or  communication  about  this-  bid 
with  either  Henry  D.  Stover  or  H.  J .  Collins  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  they  know  the  sum  you  put  in  ? 

The  witness.  When  I  put  it  in? 

Mr.  Hale.  At  any  time  before  it  was  put  in  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  How  long  before  that  contract  was  awarded  was  this  bid  put  in  ? 

Answer.  That  I  cannot  recollect.  I  suppose  a  week;  it  may  not  have  been 
so  long. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  putting  in  a  bid  that  was  rejected  at  the  last 
bidding  for  high  prices  ? 

Answer.  I  recollect  it  very  well. 

Question.  There  seem  in  that  bid  to  have  been  several  alterations  made  in 
the  prices.  Do  you  recollect  anything  about  that  ? 

Answer.  I  recollect  I  very  often  altered  my  bids  in  consequence  of  increase 
of  prices,  combinations,  or  something.  The  manufacturers  advanced  the  prices, 
and  we  would  have  to  advance  with  them. 

Question.  How  long  was  that  bid  made  out  before  it  was  handed  in  ? 

Answer.  I  generally  commenced  making  out  my  bid  as  soon  as  I  received 
my  schedule,  that  is,  about  thirty  days. 
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Question,  Do  you  generally  make  alterations  after  you  have  filled  up  the  bid 
and  carried  out  the  amounts  and  footed  them  up  in  the  aggregate  at  the  bottom  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  How  long  is  that  generally  done  before  you  put  the  hid  in  ? 

Answer.  Two  or  three  days.  I  generally  come  to  Washington  with  my  hid, 
and  I  get  the  broker  in  New  York  who  looks  after  my  metals,  &c.,  to  keep  me 
advised  as  to  the  state  of  tlie  markets,  and  if  there  is  any  advance  he  telegraphs 
me,  and  then  I  make  the  alterations. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  altered  any  after  they  were  put  in  1 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  had  any  information  about  the  state  of  the  bids  before 
they  were  put  in  % 

Answer.  I  never  have.  , 

Question.  Was  there  any  other  bid  that  you  made  that  year  that  was  so  much 
above  the  price  as  this  one  at  Kittery? 

Answer.  That  one  that  was  rejected  they  considered  very  high  in  the  prices. 

Question.  Do  you  know  how  much  % 

Answer.  They  wrote  to  Mr.  Delano,  the  naval  constructor  at  Brooklyn,  about 
them. 

Question.  Do  you  know  what  he  said  the  articles  could  be  furnished  for  % 

Answer.  I  think  he  said  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  twelve  or  thirteen 
thousand  dollars. 

Question.  Do  you  know  what  the  hid  was,  as  it  was  originally  footed  up  in 
the  column  of  amounts  % 

Answer.  I  do  not.  I  do  not  recollect  it. 

Question.  Do  you  know  how  much  the  amount  was  as  the  bill  was  finally 
verified  ? 

Answer.  In  the  neighborhood  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  ;  I  will  not  be  sure 
whether  it  was  more  or  less ;  it  was  in  that  neighborhood. 

Question.  Then  you  had  no  combinations  with  anybody ;  neither  with  Sco¬ 
field,  nor  Collins,  nor  anybody  else  about  bidding? 

Answer.  Never. 

Question.  Every  bid  of  yours  has  been  an  honest,  hona  fide  proposition  ? 

Answer.  It  has. 

Question.  You  have  two  places  of  business — one  in  Wasliington  and  one  in 
New  York  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  I  generally  stay  in  New  York  to  buy  these  supplies.  Since 
this  war  has  broken  out  prices  have  fluctuated  greatly,  and  I  am  generally  on 
the  spot.  I  am  satisfied  that  by  being  in  New  York  I  saved  myself  from  a  very 
heavy  loss  on  these  last  contracts.  I  had  a  contract  there  for  ingot  copper ;  as  soon 
as  I  got  the  contract  I  made  my  contracts  for  the  copper ;  had  I  waited  until 
now  it  would  have  made  a  difference  of  about  $80,000  in  that  one  class  ;  so  that 
I  find  it  better  to  be  on  the  spot  to  make  my  contracts  with  the  manufacturers. 
They  are  almost  weekly  advancing  their  prices,  which  is,  I  am  sorry  to  say, 
done  through  combinations. 

Question.  Where  is  Collins’s  place  of  business  ? 

Answer.  He  is  in  Maiden  Lane ;  I  do  not  recollect  his  number ;  the  firm  is 
now  Lockwood  &  Collins.  He  is  now  in  Washington.  There  are  some  bids  to 
be  opened  to-day  in  the  Bureau  of  Construction. 

Question.  What  was  the  name  of  the  firm  formerly  ? 

Answer.  H.  J.  Collins  &  Co. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  given  out  your  name  as  J.  L.  Savage  &  Co.  ? 

Answer.  Not  since  my  father  was  connected  in  business  with  me ;  that  was 
six  years  ago. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  been  known  in  any  way  as  C.  W.  Scofield  &  Co.  ? 

Answer.  Mr.  Scofield  and  Mr.  Raymond  are  partners. 
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Question.  Have  you  ever  been  included  under  that  firm  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  I  never  bad  anything  to  do  with  Mr.  Scofield’s  business, 
one  way  or  the  other. 

Question.  And  never  knew  anything  about  bis  bids  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Nor  Collins’s  either? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  When  you  corrected  your  prices  before  you  entered  your  bid,  did 
you  also  make  corrections  of  the  amount  opposite  them  ? 

Answer.  Sometimes  I  would,  and  sometimes  I  would  not.  There  are  a  great 
many  classes  that  we  bid  for,  and  it  is  quite  a  job  to  alter  them.  There  is  a  fonn 
we  have  to  comply  with  ;  so  that  sometimes  we  omit  making  the  alterations  in  the 
additions  before  we  put  in  our  bids.  When  I  think  of  it,  I  always  do  it. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  how  the  bids  are  kept  after  they  are 
received  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not.  I  never  see  them  after  they  go  in  charge  of  the  bureau. 

Question.  Is  there  any  other  explanation  you  want  to  give  of  that  bid  at  Kit- 
tery  than  what  you  have  given  ? 

Answer.  I  should  like  to  say  this  :  that  in  bidding  for  all  these  classes  at 
Kittery,  I  did  not  expect  they  would  be  awarded  me;  I  supposed  merchants  in 
the  vicinity  would  bid  at  less  prices,  and  of  course  get  the  classes. 


Testimony  of  John  TV.  Bronaugh. 

February  22,  1862. 

John  W.  Bronaugh,  chief  clerk  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  sworn 
and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Turn  to  “  New  York,  class  number  11,  iron  spikes  and  nails,”  and 
say  to  whom  the  contract  was  awarded. 

Answer.  C.  W.  Scofield 
Question.  For  how  much? 

Answer.  The  aggregate  amount  is  not  given.  In  some  of  the  other  bureaus 
I  believe  they  do  give  the  aggregates.  They  used  to  give  the  aggregate  amount 
in  the  Bureau  of  Construction  when  I  was  there. 

Question.  Tell  me  what  the  aggregate  amount  is  there  ?  You  can  cast  it  up. 
Answer.  $32,026  82. 

Question.  That  is  what  it  is  put  down  in  jmur  schedule  ? 

Answer.  The  correct  amount  is  put  on  the  scale. 

Question.  Now  turn  to  class  12  at  the  same  place? 

Answer.  That  is  Scofield’s  also,  at  $3,946. 

Question.  You  have  the  total  of  all  the  bids  that  were  rejected? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  we  have  here  all  the  bids  received,  whether  they  got  a 
contract  or  not. 

Question.  TVhat  is  the  total  given  out  of  class  15? 

Answer.  Class  15  is  $9,251  92. 

Question.  What  is  the  footing  there  of  class  F  ? 

Answer.  $16,777  48.  He  gets  that  class. 

Question.  State  what  was  the  original  footing,  as  given  in  by  him,  on  class  17  ? 
Answer.  $15,958  48. 

Question.  I  wish  you  to  state  whether  or  not  there  seem  to  have  been,  in  class 
17,  considerable  alterations  made  in  the  column  of  prices  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir  ;  they  look  as  if  alterations  had  been  made. 
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Question.  Do  they  l(jok  as  if  the  figures  had  been  written  once  and  then  been 
written  over  again  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Nearly  all  of  them  seem  to  have  been  altered  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Here  is  one  article  here,  “  a  riveting  machine.”  Does  that  seem  to 
have  been  altered  in  the  price  and  in  the  aggregate  both  ? 

Answer.  It  looks  very  much  like  it. 

Question.  The  amount  is  $1,425  ] 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  it  looks  very  much  like  it. 

Question.  Now  look  at  your  scale  for  class  23  ? 

Answer.  The  amount  is  $6,071  80  ;  it  should  be  $7,071  80. 

Question.  Was  that  awarded  to  Mr.  Scofield? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  How  many  other  bidders  were  there  ? 

Answer.  Five  besides  Scofield  ;  six  in  all. 

Question.  Name  them,  and  the  sums  they  bid. 

Answer.  Scofield,  at  $6,071  80;  J.  R.Elvans,  $6,402  56;  William  A.  Wheeler, 
$8,015  65;  James  R.  Pugh,  $9,966  55;  F.  Orne,  $6,619  50;  H.  D.  Stover, 
$6,232  37. 

Question.  State  whether  or  not  that  footing  of  Scofield’s  appears  to  have 
been  something  else  originally. 

Answer.  It  appears  to  me  so— something ;  I  do  not  know  what. 

Question.  Does  it  seem  as  if  something  else  had  been  written  before  it  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  that  is  my  idea  about  it.  The  six  looks  as  if  it  had  been 
tampered  with  in  some  way. 

Question.  Who  got  the  contract  for  “  class  T,  ship  chandlery  ?” 

Answer.  Mr.  Bingham. 

Question.  What  does  his  bid  foot  at  ? 

Answer.  $17,778  23. 

Question.  What  was  Scofield’s  bid  ? 

Answer.  $18,053  90. 

Question.  What  was  Scofield’s  original  footing  there? 

Answer.  $12,053  90  was  his  original  footing. 

Question.  State  whether  in  that  footing  he  gave  of  $12,053  90,  you  discovered 
at  the  office  that  there  was  an  error,  and  that  it  should  have  been  $13,053  90. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  that  was  the  error  in  the  footing. 

Question.  If  it  had  not  been  for  that  error,  Scofield  would  have  got  the  con¬ 
tract  as  it  stood,  would  he  not  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  notwithstanding  his  price  here,  if  it  had  not  been  for  his 
error  in  footing  extension  he  would  have  got  the  contract. 

Question.  Now  state  whether  or  not  there  appears  to  have  been  a  figure  1 
added  to  the  65  there. 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  what  to  think  about  that. 

Question.  Give  your  best  judgment  by  looking  at  the  footing,  &c. 

Answer.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  there  was  any  alteration  made,  it  must  have 
been  in  the  cents  instead  of  in  the  dollars,  because  it  does  not  seem  to  me  he 
would  have  made  the  65  so  clumsily.  That  is  my  real  impression  about  it. 

Question.  Supposing  the  bid  to  have  been  65  cents  instead  of  $1  65,  is  the 
amount  carried  out  right? 

Answer.  Oh,  yes ;  at  65  cents  the  amount  is  carried  out  right  by  him. 

Question.  Would  the  adding  of  one  dollar  to  that  bid  make  a  difference  of 
$5,000  in  the  amount  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  just  exactly. 

Question.  As  you  say  the  sum  is  carried  out  right  by  65,  supposing  a  1  to 
have  been  added  on  the  left  hand  of  the  65,  and  the  bid  thus  increased  $5,000 
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would  Scofield  have  got  the  bid  if  you  had  not  discovered  the  error  in  his  hid  of 
one  thousand  dollars  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir  ;  Scofield  would  if  I  had  not  discovered  the  error  in  his  foot¬ 
ing  ;  because  after  these  corrections  the  difference  is  only  $275  67  in  the  two. 
Question.  Against  him  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 


Testimony  of  Samuel  TU )odruff. 


« 

Samuel  Woodruff  sworn  and  examined. 


February  26,  1864. 


By  Mr.  Bfele : 

Question.  Are  you  of  the  firm  of  Woodruff  &  Beach,  of  Hartford,  Con¬ 
necticut  ? 

Answer.  I  am. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  had  a  man  named  Wright  as  partner  or  employe  ? 

Answer.  He  was  not  a  partner.  He  was  in  our  employment  for  about  ten 
years.  He  was  foreman  of  the  shop,  and  left  us  last  September. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  tell  him  that  you  had  to  pay  commissions  to  Faxon  % 

Answer.  Never,  sir.  ’ 

Question.  Did  you  ever  say  anything  to  him  about  paying  commissions  to 
Faxon  ? 

Answer.  Never  in  the  world. 

Question.  Or  to  anybody  else  1 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  tell  him  to  slight  his  work  % 

Answer.  Never  in  the  world. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  moneys  having  been  paid  by  your  firm,  or 
anybody  ^or  your  firm,  to  Mr.  Faxon  or  anybody  else  % 

Answer.  Not  one  single  dollar  was  ever  paid  in  the  world.  If  Mr.  Wright 
says  anything  of  that  kind,  he  tells  that  which  is  false,  and  I  do  not  believe 
he  can  look  you  in  the  face  and  tell  you  so.  I  want  to  explain  about  that. 
Mr.  Stover  got  hold  of  Mr.  Wright  and  told  Mr.  Wright  that  he  was  going  to 
get  a  government  contract  for  some  of  these  60-inch  engines,  and  that  Wright 
was  to  go  in  with  him  and  have  one-fifth  of  the  profits.  We  built  the  Pequod 
on  a  new  plan,  on  Wright’s  patent  for  the  engines.  We  got  them  all  nearly 
finished,  and  found  that  he  had  made  a  mistake ;  that  he  had  made  the  pumps 
too  small.  Stover  got  hold  of  him  and  got  him  away  from  us.  For  his  not 
fulfilling  his  contract  we  attached  all  the  property  he  had,  and  a  suit  is  now 
pending,  and  he  feels  very  bitter  towards  Woodruff  &  Beach.  For  that  reason 
he  will  say  thin^  and  do  all  he  can  to  injure  us. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  pay  anything  to  anybody  in  the  Office  of  Steam 
Engineering  for  plans  % 

Answer.  We  have  done  so.  I  do  not  know  that  the  money  went  to  the 
Office  of  Steam  Engineering  for  plans.  We  bought  of  Mr.  Whiting,  or  made  a 
contract  with  him  for  photographic  drawings  for  these  60-inch  engines,  sixty  by 
thirty-six,  for  which  we  were  to  pay  him  $1,000.  He  is  in  that  office,  but  the 
contract  was  not  made  with  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering. 

Question.  Do  you  know  what  office  Mr.  Whiting  holds  in  that  bureau  % 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  what  office  he  holds.  He  is  draughtsman  there ;  he 
makes  the  drawings  and  plans. 

Question.  What  were  those  drawings  ? 

Answer.  Photographs. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  Whiting  received  the  same  amount  from 
others  besides  you  ] 
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Answer.  Only  by  hearsay. 

Question.  Do  you  know  it  from  him  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  he  said  he  had  received  it. 

Question.  Did  he  say  in  how  many  cases  ? 

Answer.  I  think  seven  or  eight. 

Question.  Did  you  pay  the  $1,000  ? 

Answer.  We  have  not  paid  it.  We  have  paid  a  portion  of  it.  Yle  pay  him 
monthly  as  the  thing  goes  along.  He  furnishes  the  drawings ;  the  drawings 
do  not  all  come  at  once. 

Question.  State  whether  or  not  you  have  ever  had  your  requisitions  for  ^y- 
ments  due  to  you  put  forward  out  of  their  place  and  order. 

Answer.  Not  to  my  knowledge.  I  will  tell  you  how  that  business  is  done. 
When  on  our  contract  a  payment  is  due,  the  superintending  engineer  approves 
our  bill.  That  bill  is  then  sent  down  to  New  York  to  a  board  of  engineers 
there,  who  approve  it  also,  and  they  forward  it  to  Washington,  and  from  Wash¬ 
ington  it  is  returned  to  us.  When  it  is  returned  to  us,  we  deposit  it  in  bank, 
and  the  bank  collects  it  for  us.  Then  whenever  the  money  is  sent  from  Wash¬ 
ington  to  New  York,  to  the  navy  agent,  we  get  our  pay.  That  is  the  way  our 
business  is  done. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  paid  anything  to  anybody  for  having  those  bills  or 
requisitions  put  forward  ? 

Answer.  Not  a  cent. 

Question.  Nor  promised  anything? 

Answer.  Nothing  whatever. 

.  Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  any  such  sums  having  been  paid  by 
anybody  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  As  something  has  been  said  about  your  work  being  slighted,  will 
you  state  briefly  how  the  work  done  by  you  has  been  done  ? 

Answer.  We  built  the  Mohican.  She  was  at  sea  twenty-one  months,  and 
came  home  without  needing  any  repairs,  ready  for  sea  again  in  three  days,  so 
far  as  the  engine  ^as  concerned.  On  the  Kearsarge  we  were  entitled  to  five 
days’  trial  at  sea,  but  instead  of  that  she  was  sent  immediately  ofl*  after  the 
Alabama  without  having  the  five  days’  trial,  and  she  has  been  after  the  Alabama 
ever  since.  She  has  never  broken  down,  and  has  given  perfect  satisfaction. 
Then  we  built  the  Nipsic.  She  is  a  gunboat  of  580  tons  burden,  and  makes 
eleven  and  a  half  knots  an  hour  easily.  Then  there  is  the  Pequod,  which  is  on 
a  new  plan  of  our  own  getting  up ;  Mr.  Wright  designed  that.  That  goes 
about  eleven  knots,  about  the  same  as  the  Nipsic ;  there  is  not  much  difierence. 

Question.  State  generally  as  to  the  work  you  have  done  ,*  how  has  it  proved 
on  trial  ? 

Answer.  So  far  as  we  can  judge  with  others,  it  has  been  of  the  very  first 
order. 


Testimony  of  Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith. 

April  1,  1864. 

Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith  sworn  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  What  is  your  position  in  the  navy  ? 

Answer.  I  am  rear-admiral  on  the  retired  list,  and  chief  of  the  Bureau  of 
Yards  and  Docks. 
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Question.  Do  you  know  anything  of  purchases  being  made  in  your  bureau, 
not  made  by  navy  agents,  since  this  administration  came  into  office  1 

Answer.  Some  have  been  made.  Articles  are  sometimes  purchased  not  by 
the  navy  agents.  I  can  answer  for  no  bureau  but  my  own.  I  suppose  others 
make  purchases  also. 

Question.  Are  the  navy  agents  ever  called  upon  to  pay  for  purchases  not 
made  by  them  1 

Answer.  They  are.  When  purchases  are  made  by  authority  of  the  depart¬ 
ment,  and  the  bills  are  approved,  they  are  paid  by  navy  agents  always. 

Question.  Have  you  purchased  submarine  armor  for  the  navy  yards  ? 

Answer.  I  have. 

Question.  What  have  you  paid  for  it? 

Answer.  $1,900  or  82,000  per  set. 

Question.  How  many  have  you  purchased  for  Charlestown  ? 

Answer.  One  only,  I  think. 

Question.  Any  for  Brooklyn  ? 

Answer.  One  only. 

Question.  Any  for  other  yards  ? 

Answer.  As  nearly  as  I  recollect,  the  one  for  Boston  was  purchased  many 
years  ago.  One  for  Brooklyn  and  one  for  Portsmouth  were  bought  some  three 
years  ago.  The  navy  agent  purchased  one  for  Brooklyn,  and  the  commandant 
another.  They  wanted  one  at  Portsmouth,  and  I  refused  to  purchase  one, 
telling  them  we  had  no  money  to  spend  for  such  purposes.  Afterwards  one 
purchased  at  Brooklyn  was  sent  to  Portsmouth,  on  the  requisition  of  the  com¬ 
mandant. 

Question.  How  many  have  you  purchased  in  all  ? 

Answer.  Four  or  five,  I  think. 

Question.  Of  whom  did  you  purchase  them  ? 

Answer.  Of  Mr.  Wells,  who  represented  himself  as  the  patentee,  except  the 
one  purchaS'ed  by  the  navy  agent  at  New  York. 

Question.  Was  he  the  manufacturer  of  them  ? 

Answer.  He  said  he  was.  He  came  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  with  strong 
letters.  Wells  and  Gowan  had  cleared  the  harbor  of  Gibraltar  of  the  wreck  of 
the  frigate  Missouri.  I  think  Wells  had  letters  from  Mr.  Sumner  and  the  gov¬ 
ernor  of  Massachusetts.  The  Secretarv  sent  him  to  me  with  this  indorsement 
on  his  letters:  “Referred  to  Bureau  of  Construction  and  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks.”  The  bureaus  recommended  the  purchase.  He  said  he  had  a  patent 
for  them,  and  had  sold  them  for  more.  We  chaffered  with  him  some  time  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  price.  I  do  not  know  whether  or  not  anybody  else  had  the  right 
to  manufacture  them. 

Question.  How  have  prices  been  for  purchases  made  by  the  bureau  and  those 
made  by  the  navy  agents  I 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  you  can  make  a  comparison,  because  the  bureau 
purchases  are  principally  those  of  machinery,  and  the  purchases  of  navy  agents 
are  upon  requisitions  of  the  commandants ;  and  whether  the  prices  are  high  or 
low  depends  upon  the  authorities  at  the  navy  yard,  who  determine  that  question. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  requisitions  having  been  made  upon  the  navy 
agent  by  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  and  the  articles  at  the  same  time  ordered 
by^some  one  else,  and  the  bill  sent  to  the  agent  to  pay? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  now  of  any  such  instances,  but  they  ma}'  have 
occurred. 

Question.  Do  you  not  know  that  that  was  the  fact  in  regard  to  the  crank  for 
the  steamer  Cambridge,  ordered  of  Lazelle  &  Perkins,  of  Bridgewater  ? 

Answer.  I  can  tell  you  the  whole  story  about  that  crank,  as  far,  as  I  know 
anything  about  it.  It  does  not  belong  to  my  bureau,  and  is  not  a  concern 
coming  properly  under  it.  It  appears  that  the  Cambridge  broke  her  slyxft,  and 
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anotlicr  shaft  was  ordered  by  the  chief  of  the  Bureau  o{  Construction  for  the 
chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering,  who  was  absent.  The  order  was  to  have 

the  shaft  made  forthwith. 

Question.  To  whom  was  the  order  given?  ,  ,  „  i 

Answer.  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.  It  appears  the  shaft  was  made  forthwith 
and  sent  to  the  vessel,  and  the  bill  for  the  shaft  was  sent  to  the  navy  agent  lor 
payment,  having  been  approved  by  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  as  I  suppose. 

1  never  saw  the  bill.  The  navy  agent  put  it  in  his  dmwer,  and  kept  it  there 
for  about  three  months.  The  manufacturers,  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.,  wrote-  a 
letter  to  me,  stating  that  that  bill  had  been  withheld  by  the  navy  agent ;  that 
they  had  called  upon  the  navy  agent  for  the  payment,  and  that  he  informed 
them  that  he  had  not  the  bill.  The  man  that  called,  the  repiTsentative  of  the 
firm,  said  the  bill  was  there  for  payment.  The  man  snid  the  agent  hunted 
around,  and  at  last  found  the  bill.  The  agent  said,  “  I  am  not  going  to  pay 
this  bill,  the  order  did  not  go  through  me.”  Tins  firm  wrote  a  letuer  to  me,  and 
asked  me  how  they  were  to  get  the  money.  I  sent  the  letter  over  to  the 
Bureau  of  Engineering,  and  they  said  the  navy  agents  were  my  concern,  and 
told  me  I  must  inquire  about  it.  So  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  navy  agent.  Ihe 
navv  agent  said  that  thfe  requisition  did  not  come  to  him  except  with  the  bill, 
and'^he  did  not  order  the  machine,  and  then  he  said  it  was  chi^ged  at  a  high 
iDi'ice.  That  letter  from  the  navy  agent  I  sent  to  Lazelle  &  Perkins  tor  ex¬ 
planation.  They  said,  in  explanation,  that  the  shaft  was  ordered  to  be  complete 
forthwith ;  that  they  took  a  very  important  work  out  of  their  biggest  lathe  tor  this 
shaft  and  put  it  into  the  lathe  and  turned  it  as  quick  as  possible,  and  sent  it 
off*  that  they  worked  night  and  day;  and  that  their  charge  was  a  proper  one, 
or  something  to  that  effect.  Then  I  sent  that  letter  to  the  navy  agent;  and  he 
weiit  around  amongst  manufacturers  in  Boston  and  got  thear  puces,  to  see  what 
they  would  have  charged  for  the  shaft.  I  never  saw  the  bill.  He  got  the 
prices  of  the  manufacturers  in  Boston  ;  and  he  said  the  price  charged  was  higher 
tlian  they  would  charge.  I  then  sent  the  bill  to  Lazelle  &  Perkins,  and  to^ 
them  to  make  such  reduction  as  was  proper.  They  wrote  back  and  stated  the 
circumstances:  that  they  had  worked  night  and  day,  &c.  One  of  the  paities  m 
Boston— Curtis,  I  think— had  stated  to  the  navy  agent  that  he  would  th® 

shaft  for  so  many  cents  a  pound,  thirty-nine  or  forty  cents.  Lazelle  &  ’ 

in  their  reply,. said  it  was  very  strange  that  a  party  who  offered  to  ^  ® 

shaft  for  thirty-nine  or  forty  cents  a  pound  was  having  h  shaft  made  at  tbeir 
establishment  .then,  in  ordinary  time,  at  fifty  cents  a  that  they  ® 

day  and  night,  and  took  a  piece  of  work  out  of  their  big  laihe  foi  the  P^^P®®® 
of  ^having  this  shafc  made,  and  despatched  it  at  mice.  1  then  gave  the  letter  to 
the  chief  of  the  Engineering  Bureau,  and  told  him  he  must  settle  it  himseit. 
was  not  my  business  to  pay  the  bill. 

Oues4ion.  ^Vas  it  paid?  .....  ■,  '  •, 

Answer.  It  is  not  paid  yet,  that  I  know  ofi  I  do  not  think  it  is,  because  it 

is  only  two  or  three  days  since  I  told  the  engineer  he.  must  settle  the  bill  nim- 

^^^Question.  Was  the  price  that  Lazelle,  Perkins  &  Co.  charged  for  it  nearly 
double  what  it  could  have  been  had  at  at  other  manufactories  i 

Answer.  I  think  not.  I  do  not  know  what  the  price  was.  I  repeat  I  never 

"*^Oiiestion.  In  yom-  letter,  did  you  censure  the  navy  agent  for  not  paying  it  I 

Answer  No,  sir.  I  censured  liim  for  lioldiug  tlie  bill  without  reporting  the 
case  to  the  commandant  or  the  authorities  of  the  department  He  considered 
that  he  ought  to  be  commended  for  his  conduct.  I  told  him  that  I  passed  no 
censure  on  him  for  his  objecting  to  pay  the  bill  on  account  of  the  price,  but  com¬ 
mended  him  for  that,  because  it  was  proper,  when  objection  was  made  to  a  g 
price,  that  the  matter  should  be  reported  to  the  bureau  or  the  authorities ,  but  1  a 
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intend  to  censure  liiin  for  putting  that  bill  into  his  drawer  and  keeping  it  there 
three  months  without  reporting  the  case  to  the  commandant  of  the  yard  or  to 
the  bureau. 

Question.  How  many  fnttock  saw-mills  have  you  bought  since  this  adminis¬ 
tration  commenced  ? 

Answer.  Two. 

Question.  Where  were  they  put  up  ? 

Answer.  At  Portsmouth  and  at  Boston. 

Question.  Were  they,  or  either  of  them,  recommended  by  the  constructors  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Was  the  one  at  Charlestown  recommended  by  the  constructor 
there? 

Answer.  I  think  so. 

Question.  In  writing  or  verbally  ? 

Answer.  Verbally. 

Question.  How  about  the  one  at  Portsmouth  ? 

Answer.  That  was  recommended  too. 

Question.  In  writing  or  verbally  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember,  but  I  think  it  was  in  writing. 

Question.  What  did  you  pay  for  them  ?  ^ 

Answer.  Ten  thousand  dollars  each. 

Question.  To  whom  did  you  pay  the  money  ? 

Answer.  To  the  manufacturer,  Mr.  Hamilton,  the  patentee,  or  to  Hamilton 
&  Schuyler.  We  paid  precisely  the  amount  appropriated  by  Congress.  Con¬ 
gress  appropriated  that  money.  The  mill  for  Boston  was  not  put  into  the  esti¬ 
mates  till  after  the  general  estimates  were  made  up ;  that  for  Portsmouth  was  in 
estimates  accompanying  the  public  documents.  I  did  not  care  about  purchasing 
the  mill,  but  the  purchase  was  urged  upon  me ;  and  in  letters  from  New  York, 
where  the  mill  was  put  up  several  years  ago,  the  constructor  stated  that  his  mill 
saved  the  services  of  twenty  men  a  day. 

Question.  Who  urged  upon  you  the  purchase  of  that  one  at  Charlestown  ? 

Answer.  The  people  at  the  yard. 

Question.  Was  there  an  appropriation  for  it  ? 

Answer.  Of  course.  How  you  could  you  build  it  without?  There  was  an 
appropriation  by  Congress  of  $10,000  for  a  futtock  saw-mill  at  Boston,  and 
another  at  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire.  The  committee  questioned  me  about 
it,  and  I  told  them  I  did  not  care  whether  they  had  the  mill  or  not. 

Question.  Was  this  money  paid  to  Hamilton  in  person  ? 

Answer.  It  wms  paid  to  Schuyler  &  Hamilton,  I  suppose,  in  person.  They 
could  not  get  it  without  going  to  the  navy  agent  and  obtaining  the  money  them¬ 
selves.  I  hardly  think  they  have  got  all  the  money  yet.  They  may  have  got  • 
the  money  for  the  Boston  mill I  do  not  think  they  have  for  the  Portsmouth 
one,  because  it  takes  some  time  now  to  get  a  payment  through  the  treasury. 

Question.  What  is  Hamilton’s  first  name  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know;  I  forget. 

Question.  In  your  answer  to  Smith’s  pamphlet,  you  state  that  you  have 
seen  no  evidefice  of  any  tampering  with  the  bids  for  supplies.  How  is  that  ? 
Have  you  seen  or  not  any  evidence  of  tampering  with  the  bids  for  contracts  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not  seen  any.  I  had  some  trouble  in  regard  to  the  last  bids 
that  were  opened.  I  was  very  specific  in  the  advertisement  to  say  that  I  would 
receive  no  bids  after  the  time.  People  had  been  in  the  habit  of  bringing  in  their 
bids  in  person,  and  the  day  before  the  last  bids  were  opened  a  flood  came  and 
carried  away  the  bridges  between  here  and  Baltimore.  Many  of  the  parties  got 
as  far  as  Baltimore  and  telegraphed  me  the  condition  of  things,  and  I  determined 
to  receive  their  bids  if  they  brought  them  as  soon  as  the  cars  arrived. 
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Question.  In  regard  to  tlie  futtock  saw-mills,  do  you  know  of  anybody  inter- 
■ested  in  them  besides  Hamilton  &  Schuyler  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anybody  that  employed  Hamilton,  or  superintended 
the  putting  them  up  1 

Answer.  He  was  there  himself.  He  is  a  very  old  man,  I  suppose  eighty 
years  old,  and  he  put  them  up  himself,  as  I  believe. 

Question.  Was  there  any  specification  as  to  what  sort  of  mills  they  should  be? 

Answer.  Certainly  there  was. 

Question.  Where  was  that  ? 

Answer.  In  the  contract.  The  mills  were  to  be  like  that  in  New  York,  which 
we  had  proved,  and  to  perform  all  the  work  that  that  did. 

Question.  Did  you  advance  any  money  to  Hamilton  ? 

Answer.  Certainly  not.  I  have  been  fifty-five  years  in  the  navy,  and  on  the 
1st  of  June  next  I  shall  have  been  eighteen  years  chief  of  a  bureau,  and  I  have  never 
been  interested  in  or  connected  with,  nor,  to  my  knowledge,  have  other  per¬ 
sons  been  interested  in,  any  transaction  that  I  have  had  with  any  party  by  con¬ 
tract  or  open  purchase.  It  is  a  very  common  thing  for  a  contract  to  be  sold. 
You  cannot  help  it ;  but  they  are  always  sold  in  this  way,  that  the  bills  must 
be  made  out  in  the  contractor’s  name,  and  if  he  gives  a  power  to  another  man 
to  receive  the  money,  it  is  paid  to  the  attorney.  The  contract  system  has 
always  been  bad.  My  reports  show  that  I  have  been  trying  to  break  it  up  for 
the  last  eight  or  ten  years.  It  is  a  very  bad  system.  If  you  cannot  get  agents 
competent  and  honest  enough  to  make  your  purchases  on  the  best  terms,  you 
cannot  get  them  on  the  best  terms.  .  . 

Question.  You  speak  of  having  received  some  bids  after  the  time  fixed  when 
there  was  a  freshet.  Have  you  received  other  bids  after  the  time  expired  ? 
When  you  advertised  for  ships,  did  you  receive  bids  after  the  time  ? 

Answer.  I  have  never  advertised  for  ships  but  once. 

Question.  When  was  that  ? 

Answer.  After  the  first  appropriation  for  iron-clads  was  made,  which  I  took 
a  great  deal  of  interest  in  getting  made,  I  conversed  with  people  on  the  subject. 
I  thought  it  necessary  that  we  should  be  doing  something  whilst  they  were  do¬ 
ing  so  milch  on  the  other  side  of  the  water.  When  the  appropriation  for  the 
first  iron-clad  vessels  was  made  by  Congress,  the  law  required  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  to  advertise  for  bids  and  to  appoint  three  skilful  naval  officers  to  ex¬ 
amine  the  bids,  and  upon  their  recommendation  he  was  authorized  to  make  a 
contract.  Under  that  law  he  told  me  to  put  out  an  advertisement,  which  I  dirl, 
and  he  told  me,  moreover,  that  I  should  be  put  on  the  committee  as  chairman  ,  I 
begged  to  be  excused,  as  I  did  not  know  much  about  iron-clads  ;  but  I  was  put 
on  the  committee  and  we  received,  I  think,  twenty-two  offers  for  building  iron-clad 
vessels.  Amongst  all  of  them  we  selected  three  as  different  kinds  for  experi¬ 
ments. 

Question.  Did  you  receive  any  of  those  bids  after  the  time  1 

Answer.  I  do  not  think  we  did,  but  I  do  not  remember  exactly. 

Question.  Have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  receiving  bids  after  the  time  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  The  only  instance  of  it  I  told  you,  wher<5  the  providence 
of  God  carried  away  the  bridges.  That  was  the  last  year’s  advertisement. 

Question.  Do  you  know  how  any  of  the  futtock  machines  have  been  sold, 
independent  of  the  mill — the  patent  right,  or  the  machines  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know. 
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Testimony  of  George  R.  Wilson. 


April  30,  1864. 

George  E.  Wilson  sworn  and  examined. 

I 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  tlie  Secretary  of  the  Navy  : 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  files  being  offered  at  the  Washington  navy 
yard  by  Mr.  Savage  which  you  rejected  as  imperfect,  and  did  one  of  the  firm  of 
Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  go  to  the  yard  to  see  whj’  said  files  were  not  received  ? 

If  yea,  please  state  what  occurred,  what  was  said,  and  what  disposition  was  made  . 
with  those  files. 

Answer.  There  was  a  lot  of  files  delivered  at  the  yard  by  Joseph  L.  Savage — 
a  lot  of  Whipple  files.  I  examined  the  files  and  rejected  them  as  being  an 
inferior  quality.  After  I  rejected  them,"  Mr.  Savage  came  to  the  yard  to  know 
the  objection,  and  I  tried  to  explain  it  to  him,  but  he  did  not  understand  the 
nature  of  files  generally.  Mr.  Savage  told  me  these  files  were  received  in  all 
the  other  yards,  under  his  and  other  contracts,  and  the  party  that  furnished  these 
files  to  him  furnished  them  with  the  understanding  that  they  should  pass. 
About  ten  days,  perhaps,  after  I  rejected  the  files,  a  young  gentleman  came 
.  there  with  Mr.  Savage,  who  said  he  was  one  of  the  firm  that  furnished  those 
files.  I  showed  him  the  defects  of  the  files  in  two  or  three  different  cases,  and 
he  acknowledged  the  defects,  and  said  that  he  was  sorry  that  such  files  had 
ever  come  there,  that  he  never  intended  such  files  to  come  to  this  yard,  and 
appeared  to  be  very  well  satisfied  that  the  files  were  rejected.  The  files  were 
taken  from  the  yard,  and  I  know  nothing  more  of  them. 

By  Mr.  Hale: 

Question.  Do  you  know  who  was  the  young  man  that  came  with  Savage  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not.  His  name  was  given  to  me,  but  I  disremember  it  now. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  any  one  of  the  firm  of  Smith  Brothers  & 
Co.  was  ever  there  ? 

'  Answer.  I  do  not.  I  do  not  know  any  member  of  that  firm.  He  might 
have  been  one  of  the  firm,  but  I  do  not  know.  Mr.  Savage  told  me  he  was  one 
of  the  firm  that  furnished  those  files  to  him.  I  disremember  whether  he  told 
me  that  he  was  of  the  firm  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  or  not. 


Testimony  of  A.  B.  Farwell. 

April  30,  1864. 

A.  B.  Farwell  recalled  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Xavy : 

Question.  Have  you  with  you  the  bids  for  supplies  opened  on  the  2 2d  day  of 
Februarv  last,  and  the  schedule  made  at  the  time  ? 

V 

Answer.  I  have. 

Question.' Did  you  assist  at  the  opening? 

Answer.  I  did. 

Question.  Were  any  of  the  bids  scratched  and  altered?  If  so,  exhibit  some 
of  them  to  the  committee,  with  such  suggestions  as  occur  to  you. 

Answer.  Very  many  of  them  were  altered.  Here  is  a  bid  of  Lockwood  & 
Collins,  opened  February  22,  under  the  advertisement  of  January  23,  1864, 
upon  which  they  got  a  contract.  This  is  scratched,  as  the  bids  have  been  here- 
i  tofore.  Lockwood  &  Collins  got  one  class,  10,  only.  Here  is  the  bid  of  Joseph 
W.  Duryee  for  class  eleven.  Mr.  Duryee  does  not  get  any  contract;  but 
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although  he  is  an  unsuccessful  bidder,  the  writings  and  figures  have  botli  been 
changed  from  $56,500  to  $55,900,  and  the  change  is  in  a  different  handwriting 
from  all  the  other  writing  in  the  bid,  and  it  is  precisely  as  it  came  into  the 
bureau,  and  as  it  was  when  it  was  opened.  In  the  bids  of  Trickey  &  Jewett, 
under  the  same  advertisement,  there  are  inaccuracies  in  their  aggregates  amount¬ 
ing  to  a  little  rising  $6,000  in  the  whole.  The  amount  of  their  whole  proposals 
was  about  $200,000.  The  next  bid  I  want  to  exhibit  is  the  bid  of  William  A. 
Wheeler.  The  footings  in  that  were  inaccurate.  At  the  time  we  opened  the 
scale  it  looked  as  though  Mr.  Wheeler  had  eight  or  ten  classes,  but  when  the 
proper  footings  were  made  he  lost  every  class  but?  one  class  of  $600.  There 
are  very  many  mutilated  figures  in  that  bid,  but  they  are  now  precisely  as  they 
were  when  received.  Most  of  those  bids  were  brought  in  on  the  day  of  the 
opening;  there  were  but  two  or  three  sent  forward  by  mail;  and  hence  we 
know  that  in  this  case  they  are  as  they  were  received.  In  correcting,  our  scale 
this  year  we  took  the  precaution  not  to  change  in  the  scale  any  of  the  figures 
to  make  them  correspond  with  the  aggregate  footing  of  the  bids,  but  let  the 
figures  stand  on  the  scale  precisely  as  they  were  put  down  at  the  opening,  but 
made  the  cori’ections  in  red  ink  immediately  on  the  scale.  In  this  exhibit  which 
I  now  present,  you  will  see  the  alterations  in  red  ink  all  the  way  through. 
There  is  one  bid  carried  up  from  $66,000  to  $87,000  ;  another  from  $19,000  to 
$26,000;  another  from  $26,000  to  $29,000  ;  another  from  $29,000  to  $31,000; 
and  so  on.  These  alterations  were  made  on  all  the  scales,  you  observe. 

Question.  Did  any  of  the  bidders  make  a  variation  in  price  for  the  same 
article  delivered  at  different  vards  ?  If  so,  show  them  to  the  committee. 

Answer.  There  are  many  of  the  bidders  for  the  same  articles  who  differ  in 
prices  at  different  yards.  Trickey  &  Jewett  for  white  pine  logs  bid  $30  a  cubic 
foot  at  Charlestown,  and  $35  at  Kittery.  John  A.  Robinson  bid  for  white  oak 
plank  stock  logs  50  cents  a  cubic  foot  at  Brooklyn,  and  for  the  same  article  at 
Charlestown  60  cents  a  cubic  foot.  The  quantity  was  100,000  feet  in  each  case. 
William  A.  Wheeler  charges  20  cents  a  pound  for  pig  lead  at  Washington,  and 
at  Philadelphia  15  cents  a  pound. 

Mr.  Hale.  I  see  that  one  of  those  is  called  “  Missouri  lead,”  and  the  other 
simply  “pig  lead.”  They  are  not  described  as  the  same  article. 

The  witness.  There  are  30,000  pounds  of  pig  lead  at  Philadelphia,  and  the 
other  is  called  Missouri  pig  lead  at  Washington.  Wheeler  charges  17  cents  a 
pound  for  beef  tallow  at  Philadelphia  and  16  cents  at  Charlestown.  I  only 
brought  down  about  half  a  dozen  of  these  bids  ;  I  supposed  only  the  scratched 
ones  were  wanted.  These  are  all  the  instances  I  notice  among  the  bids  I  have 
brought  with  me ;  perhaps  if  I  were  to  go  through  all  the  long  list  of  articles  in 
these  bids  I  might  find  others.  There  would  be  a  slight  difference  naturally 
from  the  expense  of  delivering  at  different  yards. 

Question.  Have  you  an  opinion  as  to  how  much  additional  it  would  cost  the 
government,  at  one  or  more  of  the  yards,  to  reject  the  scratched  or  altered  bids, 
and  accept  the  lowest  clear  bids? 

Answer.  At  the  Kittery  yard  it  would  be  a  loss  to  the  government  to  reject 
the  scratched  bids  of  $21,600  under  this  opening  of  February  22,  according 
to  my  verification.  Phiat  is  the  only  yard  that  I  have  made  an  estimate  of  in 
that  respect.  Now  I  want  to  state  the  difference  for  the  same  article  at  the  same 
yard  between  the  highest  bidder  and  the  lowest  bidder,  showing  the  variety  of 
opinion  that  existed  as  to  wdiat  people  could  supply  these  articles  for,  as  it  re¬ 
lates  particularly  to  the  testimony  given  by  Mr.  Smith,  where  he  says  that  some 
prices  were  very  extraordinary ;  that  it  was  very  singular  men  should  bid  so  high 
where  public  competition  was  invited,  if  you  will  allow  me  to  put  that  in. 

Mr.  Hale.  Certainly. 

The  witness.  I  wull  take  class  1,  at  Kittery.  The  highest  bid  is  $39,000,  by 
Wesley  Smith,  who  was  an  old  lumber  dealer,  and  the  lowest  by  Trickey  & 
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Jewett,  well  known  lurober  dealers,  S20,250 — adifference  of  $19,000.  k  oi  class 
3,  the  highest  hid  is  $47,000,  by  Barker,  a  New  York  lumber  dealer,  and  the 
lowest  bidders,  Trickey  &  Jewett,  $27,050,  making  a  difference  in  round  numbers 
of  $20,000.  For  class  6  the  highest  bid  is  $80,000,  by  Wesley  Smith,  and  the 
lowest  is  $19,600,  by  William  M.  Shakspeare,  of  Smyrna,  Delaware,  who  had 
to  do  with  furnishing  the  government  lumber  for  twenty  years.  Jhe  difference 
there  is  $60,400.  At  Charlestown  the  highest  bid  for  class  1  was  $;30,000,by 
Wesley  Smith,  and  the  lowest,  under  which  the  contract  v/as  awarded  to  Rob¬ 
inson,  $60,000,  making  a  difference  of  $70,000.  For  class  4,  the  highest  bid 
was  $36,000,  by  Wesley  Smith,  and  the  lowest  $20,400,  by  Freeman  Orne, 
and  for  class  6  at  the  same  yard  the  highest  bid  was  $140,000,  by  Freeman 
Orne,  and  the  lowest  $94,000,  by  Shakspeare,  making  a  difference  of  $46,000. 
At  the  Brooklyn  yard  for  class  1  the  highest  bid  was  by  0.  A.  L.  Blanchard,  at 
$160,000.  I  do  not  know  personally  who  he  was ;  I  know  he  is  a  man  who  has 
frequently  bid  for  lumber  at  our  bureau.  The  lowest  bid  was  $50,000  by  John 
A.  Robinson,  to  whom  the  contract  was  awmrded,  and  who  is  vouched  for  by  Mr. 
Davis  and  other  members  of  Congress  from  New  York.  There  is  a  difference 
of  110,000.  For  class  6  at  the  same  yard  the  highest  bid  is  $180,000,  by  Blanch¬ 
ard,  and  the  lowest  $50,000,  by  William  M.  Shakspeare.  There  is  a  difference 
of  $130,000.  I  think  these  instances  are  sufficient  to  show  wffiat  I  propose  to 
show^,  that  people  bid  quite  high  where  there  are  a  good  many  competitors,  as 
where  there  is  but  a  single  party. 

Question.  What  is  the  difference  in  price  and  in  the  aggregate  between  the 
lowest  bidders  for  some  articles  and  the  next  lowest  bidders? 

Answer.  In  some  of  them  there  is  not  more  than  10  cents  difference  in  a  bid 
of  $20,000.  Very  many  of  them  are  ties,  and  have  to  be  decided  by  lot.  I  have 
before  me  the  bids  for  class  11,  wffiere  the  bid  of  Trickey  &  Jewett  was  $11,250, 
of  H.  y.  D.  Barker  $11,500,  and  another  bid  for  $10,740.  Here  are  the  bids 
for  whale  oil,  class  44,  at  Charlestown.  The  aggregate  of  Edwin  L.  Brady  was 
$14,000,  and  of  Lockwood  &  Collins  $14,000. 

Question.  What  do  you  know  of  these  bidders;  are  they  reliable  men  or  deal¬ 
ers  in  the  articles? 

Answer.  I  think  the  names  of  the  parties  that  I  have  given  here  generally,  if 
the  allusion  is  to  those  spoken  of,  are  dealers  in  the  articles.  Trickey  &  Jewett, 
W^esley  Smith,  Freeman  Orne,  Lockwood  &  Collins,  and  John  A.  Robinson  are 
certainly  dealers  in  the  articles,  because  they  all  have  had  contracts  with  the 
bureau. 

Question.  Do  you  believe  that  alterations  of  the  bids,  after  they  were  opened, 
have  ever  been  made  in  your  bureau ;  do  you  consider  it  possible  that  alterations 
could  be  made  without  being  detected? 

Answer.  I  have  no  idea  that  alterations  have  ever  been  made  in  any  bids  that 
we  received  at  our  bureau.  I  cannot  see  how  any  alteration  could  possibly  be 
made  without  detection,  from  the  fact  that  they  are  all  opened  and  examined 
quite  closely  by  Mr.  Lenthall  and  then  they  are  verified  by  three  separate  clerks, 
one  clerk  verifying  it  and  passing  it  to  the  next,  and  the  second  man  passing  it 
to  the  third,  and  they  are  not  permitted  now  to  go  out  of  the  hands  of  the  clerks 
until  the  verification  is  made  to  agree  by  the  three. 

Question.  Did  any  one  have  access  to  the  bids  before  they  were  opened,  ex¬ 
cept  the  chief? 

A]|swer.  Not  one  but  the  chief. 

^  By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  State  how  and  where  the  bids  were  received  and  kept  in  your 
bureau  prior  to  the  opening-— I  do  not  mean  the  opening  of  this  year,  but  the 
opening  of  1863  ?  . 

Answer.  I  do  not  knov^r  where  they  were  kept  prior  to  the  opening.  The 
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bids  are  brought  up  by  the  messenger  and  passed  to  the  chief  of  the  bureau, 
and  he  sorts  them  out.  ‘  They  are  Always  marked  on  the  back,  “  Proposals  for 
materials  for  the  navy,”  and  the  messenger  passes  them  to  the  chief,  and  where 
he  puts  them  none  of  us  know.  ' 

Question.  Are  they  indorsed  with  the  class  and  the  yard  they  are  for  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir,  not  in  our  bureau.  I  believe  that  applies  only  to  the  Bureau 
of  Yards  and  Docks. 

Question.  Then  they  were  not  marked  ? 

Answer.  None  of  them  were  marked  in  our  bureau  for  the  classes,  and  it  is 
very  seldom  that  it  is  said  on  the  envelope  what  yard  they  are  for. 

Mr.  Hale.  That  is  all. 

The  witness.  I  should  like  to  make  a  statement  in  regard  to  a  comparison 
instituted  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  in  their  pamphlet,  and  in  their  testimony,  in 
regard  to  the  price  of  ash  oars,  as  contracted  for  at  Portsmouth  and  Washing¬ 
ton.  They  were  contracted  for  at  about  six  cents  apiece  at  Portsmouth,  and 
about  twenty  cents  apiece  at  Washington.  That  is  my  recollection.  I  do  not 
now  mean  to  say  that  that  is  the  exact  price,  but  I  think  that  is  it.  They  in¬ 
troduced  that  into  their  testimony  and  into  the  pamphlet,  as  showing  a  great  dis¬ 
crepancy  in  prices.  The  fact  is,  that  at  Washington  'they  were  to  be  finished 
oars;  at  Portsmouth  they  were  simply  rafters  split  out  and  unfinished,  just  as 
they  were  split  out  of  the  wood,  enough  for  an  oar.  At  Portsmouth,  even  at 
six  cents  for  unfinished  oars,  Mr,  Vaughan,  who  is  the  contractor  there,  has 
written  to  be  relieved  from  his  contract,  as  it  wmuld  be  exceedingly  burdensome 
for  him  to  be  obliged  to  fill  it  out  at  that  price,  being  so  much  under  what  the 
article  is  worth.  This  shows  that  there  is  not  a  loss  to  the  government  of  the 
difference  between  twenty  and  six  cents,  but  it  is  a  loss  to  J^Ir.  Vaughan  if  he 
is  compelled  to  fill  his  contract. 

Another  thing:  Mr.  Smith  speaks  in  his  testimony’',  and  in  the  pamphlet,  of 
the  extraordinary  difference  between  the  price  of  glass  at  Brooklyn  and  Wash¬ 
ington.  The  schedule  for  Washington,  on  which  the  bids  were  made  and  the 
contracts  awarded,  says  that  the  glass  here  is  to  be  double  thick  first  quality 
Baltimore  glass,  while  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind  said  at  Brooklyn,  and  they 
are  different  articles.  I  refer  to  this  simply  to  show  that  the  pamphlet  and  the 
testimony  do  not  appear  to  have  that  generous  disposition  to  do  exact  justice  to 
both  sides  that  we  should  have  been  glad  to  see. 

PTere  is  another  thing.  Mr.  Smith  says  in  his  testimony  that  certain  brass 
screws  which  were  contracted  for  at,  seventy-five  cents,  should  have  been  only 
sixty-eight  cents,  and  that  sixty-eight  cents  was  a  fair  market  price.  An  ex¬ 
amination  of  our  purchases  from  him,  at  the  very  time  he  made  that  estimate, 
shows  that  we  were  paying  him  in  open  market  precisely  seventy-five  cents  a 
pound  for  the  same  article  which  he  says  w'as  only  worth  sixty-eight  cents  a 
pound.  He  takes  the  contracts  with  our  bureau  and  compares  them  with  what 
he  calls  the  market  prices  for  which  he  would  furnisb  the  same  articles.  He 
makes  that  comparison  between  our  contract  price  and  the  market  price  where 
his  market  price  is  lower  than  the  lowest  competitor  for  the  same  article;  but 
where  he  finds  an  article  at  one  yard  bid  for  at  one  dollar  and  tvrenty-five  cents, 
for  example,  and  at  twenty- five  cents  at  another  yard,  he  thenuabandons  his  fair 
market  price  and  takes  the  lowest  price  at  one  yard  and  compares  it  with  the 
highest  at  another,  and  says  that  the  loss  to  the  government  is  the  difference 
between  the  low  price  at  one  yard  and  the  high  price  at  another,  and  not  the 
difference  between  the  high  price  and  the  market  price.  He  abandons  the  mar¬ 
ket  price  where  it  makes  against  him,  and  adheres  to  it  where  it  makes  for  him. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  In  all  the  examinations  you  have  made  of  the  bids  opened  on  the 
22d  of  February,  1864,  amongst  the  errors  and  scratches  which  you  have 
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noticed,  have  you  found  anywhere  that  there  is  a  decimal  alteration ;  for  instance, 
where  a  bid  w^as  originally  for  thirty  cents,  and  a  decimal  making  it  one  hun¬ 
dred  and  thirty  or  two  hundred  and  thirty — the  addition  of  a  ligure  in  the  left- 
hand  column,  by  which  the  bid  is  decimally  increased  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  discover  any  such  thing.  I  find  several  instances  where 
the  price  in  the  price  column  has  been  increased,  but  do  not  find  any  such  altera¬ 
tion  as  the  question  would  presuppose. 


Tcstimovy  of  John  Lentliall. 

April  30,  1864. 

John  Lenthall,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction,  sworn  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  :  » 

Question.  State  how  bids  are  received  in  your  bureau,  by  whom,  and  how 
kept  until  opened. 

Answer.  All  come  in  sealed  envelopes.  A  large  portion  of  them  come  by 
mail,  and  a  considerable  number  are  delivered  in  person  ;  mostly  in  person  on 
the  last  day,  and  the  larger  nuPAber  of  the  bids  that  come  by  mail  come  on  the 
last  day.  The  messenger  brings  them  from  the  post  office  and  places  them  in 
my  hands,  and  I  lock  them  up. 

Question.  State  particularly  how  and  by  whom  opened,  and  in  whose  pres¬ 
ence,  and  whether  competitors  have  a  right  to.  inspect  the  bids  while  being 
opened. 

Answer.  I  open  them  myself ;  I  break  the  seals.  The  chief  clerk  is  present 
and  one  of  the  other  clerks.  Formerly  there  was  nobody  else  present ;  but 
latterly,  within  two  or  three  years  past,  the  bidders  have  been  present,  quite  a 
number  of  them  on  all  occasions.  That  has  been  since  the  present  administra¬ 
tion  came  in.  Bidders,  latterly,  have  occasionally  asked  to  look  at  a  particular 
bid,  and  I  have  then  stopped  the  opening  until  they  looked  at  it  and  handed  it 
back. 

Question.  State  whether  you  have  noticed  that  bidders  made  memorandums 
of  prices,  &c.,  as  they  were  called  off. 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  They  have  their  little  books.  I  have  seen  them  noting 
the  prices  down. 

Question.  Do  bidders  sometimes  copy  entire  bids  at  the  time  of  opening  ? 

Answer.  I  saw  them  copying  quite  lengthy  extracts.  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  took  the  whole  or  not,  but  I  saw  them  copying  quite  a  number  of  articles, 
because  I  had  sometimes  to  wait  a  few  minutes  for  them  to  do  it. 

Question.  At  the  time  of  opening  the  bids,  have  you  noticed  errors  in  compu¬ 
tations,  or  figures  that  appeared  to  have  been  altered  ?  Have  you  noted  such 
errors  at  the  time,  and  if  so,  how  ? 

Answer.  They  have  always  come  blotted~ever  since  I  have  known  them  to 
be  opened.  I  notice  errors  in  the  simple  figures  as  I  read  them  off,  running 
down  the  column  slowly,  and  I  generally  mark  them  with  a  pencil,  but  that  is 
merely  to  call  the  attention  of  the  clerks  to  them  when  they  come  to  revise  them, 
to  prevent  them  escaping  tfieir  notice.  In  simple  numbers  it  is  easy  to  catch 
the  multiplication. 

Question.  Do  not  nearly  all  the  bids  usually  received  appear  to  be  scratched 
or  altered  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir,  I  should  not  think  nearly  all.  There  are  quite  a  number,  as 
I  have  noticed  for  the  ten  or  twelve  years  I  have  been  opening  them. 

Question.  Are  these  alterations,  in  your  opinion,  made  by  the  bidders  prior 
to  the  bids  being  forwarded  to  the  department  ? 
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Answer.  Certainly.  I  break  tlie  seals  of  the  papers  myself. 

Question.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  alterations  have  been  made 
after  the  bids  have  been  received,  and  by  persons  attached  to  your  bureau  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Question.  Ho  you  believe  it  possible  for  alterations  to  be  made  after  the  bids 
are  received  without  your  knowledge  1 

Answer.  I  scarcely  think  they  could  be  made  without  my  detecting  it.  I 
cannot  positively  say  what  might  be  done,  but  that  is  my  impression. 

Question.  Were  the  bids  opened  in  the  presence  of  bidders  prior  to  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  present  administration  1 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Hid  the  present  Secretary  of  the  Navy  give  an  order  to  have  the 
openings  public,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  present  law  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Are  the  calculations  and  extensions,  made  by  the  bidder,  verified 
by  the  bureau  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir  ;  the  clerks  examine  them  afterwards. 

Question.  Are  all  the  bids  thus  verified  ?  .  * 

Answer.  They  are  now,  within  the  last  two  years.  We  formerly  examined 
the  two,  three,  or  four  lowest,  as  might  appear  to  be  required. 

Question.  Was  it  formerly  the  custom  to  verify  all  the  bids  received,  or  only 
a  few  with  the  lowest  apparent  aggregate  % 

Answer.  We  formerly  examined  the  few  of  the  lowest  apparent  aggregate. 

Question.  Who  gave  the  order  to  verify  all  the  bids  ? 

Answer.  I  think,  probably,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  though  I  do  not  dis¬ 
tinctly  remember  it.  I  presume  such  an  order  would  have  come  from  him. 

Question.  Are  you  ready  to  swear  that,  to  the  best  of  yoi^r  knowledge  and 
belief,  having  looked  into  the  matter  since  the  question  has  been  started,  no 
alterations  of  bids  have  been  made  in  your  bureau  after  they  were  received  from 
the  bidders  ? 

Answer.  I  think  I  am,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Was  the  order  to  permit  bidders  to  be  present  when  the  bids  were 
opened  made  until  after  you  refused  to  allow  them  to  be  present,  and  they  went 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  got  the  order? 

Answer.  Formerly,  as  I  stated,  the  bids  were  opened  in  the  presence  of  but 
three  parties,  and  I  had  no  authority  to  admit  anybody  else.  Of  course,  there¬ 
fore,  I  declined  to  receive  parties  who  made  application  to  be  present,  and  those 
parties  who  were  strangers  to  me  went  to  the  Secretary,  and  I  received'  an  order 
to  admit  them.  On  former  occasions  parties  had  asked  occasionally  if  they 
could  be  present,  and  I  told  them  no,  it  was  not  the  custom,  and  I,  of  course, 
declined  to  allow  them  to  be  present. 

Question.  Have  you  looked  at  your  written  answer  to  Smith  Brothers  & 
Company’s  pamphlet  of  late? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Are  you  familiar  with  it  ? 

Answer.  X  suppose  that  I  am  generally.  At  that  time  I  looked  at  all  the 
points. 

Question.  Ho  you  wish  to  make  any  modifications  of  the  statements  contained 
in  it  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  I  am  not  aware  of  anything  to  be  altered.  I  desired  to 
state  the  facts  as  I  knew  them. 

Question.  Have  you  any  knowledge  or  belief  that  any  bidder,  before  his  bid 
was  put  in,  had  any  knowledge  of  the  bids  that  were  put  in  prior  to  him  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  think  it  possible. 
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Testimony  of  Commodore  J.  B.  Montgomery,  United  States  navy. 

"  ,  .  April  30,  1864. 

Commodore  J.  B.  Montgomery,  United  States  navy,  sworn  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy: 

Question.  State  wliat  was  the  usual  course  pursued  a,t  the  Charlestown  navy 
yard  of  procuring  inspections  and  receipting  for  articles  for  use  or  consumption 
at  that  yard  whilst  under  your  command.  Was  an  inspector  appointed  at  that 
yard;  if  yea,  what  was  his  name,  his  duties,  and  his  office'?  Were  any  bills 
for  goods  in  open  purchase,  sent  by  the  navy  agent  to  the  yard,  ever  rejected 
on  account  of  quality,  quantity,  or  price?  If  so,  answer  as  far  as  you  know. 

Answer.  The  inspection  was  conducted  by  the  heads  of  the  departments  for 
v/hich  the  articles  were  w'anted.  There  was  an  inspector  of  timber,  and  no 
other  general  inspector  that  I  know  of.  Then  they  were  turned  over  to  the 
different  departments  or  to  the  storekeeper.  Birket,  I  think,  was  the  name  of 
the  inspector  at  the  time.  There  was  a  pers^on  of  that  name  there,  and  I  think 
he  was  the  inspector  of  timber.  His  duties  were  to  inspect  all  articles  coming 
within  his  sphere — timber,  I  think,  it  was  principally- — and  to  report  their 
quality,  quantity,  Ac.,  with  a  view  to  approval  or  rejection.  These  reports 
were  made  to  the  commandant  in  the  printed  forms,  which  they  had  to  hil  up, 
and  were  approved  or  rejected,  according  to  the  reports.  Bills  were  frequently 
held  back  from  my  approval,  and  I  believe  some  of  them  finally  rejected,  in 
consequence  of  being  above  the  market  price.  They  were  held  back  by  the 
person  appointed  for  that  purpose,  a  man  by  the  name  of  Kimball.  If  the 
prices  were  above  the  reasonable  market  price,  he  would  notify  the  navy  agent 
of  it,  and  they  were  either  rejected  finally  or  taken  and  corrected  before  they 
came  to  me,  because  the  orders  were  not  to  send  them  to  me  without  his  sig¬ 
nature,  and  he  would  not  attach  that  unless  they  corresponded  with  the  market 
price.  Finding  when  I  came  there  no  person  to  examine  the  bills,  I  appointed 
Mr.  Kimball,  who  was  an  acting  master  in  the  navy,  and  attached  to  the  yard; 
to  that  situati^i,  he  being  a  business  man  whom  I  always  found  capable,  and 
he  was  continued  to  his  death  for  that  reason.  There  were  a  number  of  bills 
frequently  where  the  price  was  high,  perhaps  to  a  small  or  to  a  large  amount, 
and  he  detained  the  bills  sometimes  a  month  before  they  were  presented  to  me. 
There  were  some  bills  rejected  and  sent  back,  and  in  several  instances  they 
were  altered  to  conform  to  the  market  price,. and  then  they  were  passed  to  me, 
and  I  approved  them.  We  were  Yery  particular  in  regard  to  the  market  prices. 

Question.  Who  objected  to  the  price  of  goods  in  open  purchase  when  the 
price  was  thought  to  be  too  high  ? 

Answer.  They  were  taken  from  the  storekeeper  by  Mr.  Kimball.  The 
orders  passed  to  his  hands  with  a  view  to  examination,  and  if  the  price  of  any 
article  was  too  high,  he  would  notify  the  navy  argent  of  it,  and  if  it  was  not 
correct  it  was  rejected  and  not  sent  to  me  at  all.  I  ordered  it  not  to  be  pre¬ 
sented  until  he  could  attach  his  signature. 

Question.  Did  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  or  either  of  their  firm,  or  through  their 
friends,  apply  to  you  to  have  the  inspector  removed  ?  If  yea,  state  who,  when, 
where,  and  how  such  application  was  made  ? 

Answer.  Repeatedly  ;  it  was  by  Mr.  Smith,  one  of  the  firm  of  Smith  Brothers 
&  Co.,  his  initials  I  cannot  give,  but  he  was  the  person  who  seemed  to  be  the 
active  business  member  of  the  firm,  and  the  only  member  of  the  firm  with  whom 
I  had  any  intercourse  while  there.  He  came  there  repeatedly  and  impugned 
the  conduct  of  Mr.  Kimball  on  various  occasions,  with  a  view  to  his  removal. 
He  expressed  it  openly  to  me  that  he  wanted  him  removed,  as  he  bad  no  con¬ 
fidence  or  reliance  in  him.  I  was  referred,  not  by  Smith,  but  by  some  one.  else, 
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who  sought  Kimball’s  removal,  to  the  agent  of  a  steamship  company,  I  think 
the  Fall  River  Line,  for  information  respecting  Kimball.  I  wrote  to  the  com¬ 
pany  to  know  whether,  in  the  course  of  its  transactions  with  Kimball,  who  was 
employed  to  engage  freight  and  various  matters  of  that  kind  for  the  yard,  if 
there  was  anything  which  would  impugn  his  integrity  in  any  degree,  and  the 
agent  answered  no;  that  his  conduct  in  transacting  business  with  him  had 
always  been  such  as  to  exempt  him  from  all  charges  of  that  kind  and  then  he 
stated  a  little  incident ;  that  on  one  occasion  Mr.  Kimball  asked  him  whether 
anything  was  to  be  made  by  engaging  freight,  &c.,  and  he  told  him  no.  I  sent 
for  Mr.  Kimball,  and  showed  him  that  statement,  and  he  said  that  he  went  over 
by  order  of  my  predecessor,  Captain  Hudson,  who  had  some  suspicion  of  some 
unfair  play  on  the  part  of  others.  This  was  before  Kimball  had  the  inspection 
of  the  bills  in  the  yard.  He  w^as  a  man  of  uncommon  business  tact,  and  active 
and  energetic.  He  said  that  he  was  sent  over  to  put  the  question  to  the  agent 
by  Captain  Hudson,  with  a  view  of  ascertaining,  if  possible,  whether  there  was 
unfair  play  in  that  matter  by  anybody.  I  sent  for  Mr.  Hudson,  the  chief  clerk, 
the  son  of  Captain  Hudson,  and  lie  said  that  he  recollected  the  circumstance 
perfectly;  that  he  was  authorized  to  put  the  question  to  the  agent  with  the 
view  of  ascertaining  whether  there  was  anything  of  that  kind  going  on,  which 
seemed  to  justify  Kimball  perfectly  to  my  mind,  and  confirmed  the  statement 
of  Mr.  Kimball,  that  he  was  authorifted  to  do  this  by  Captain  Hudson,  the  com¬ 
mandant. 

Question.  Were  charges  against  the  fidelity  of  the  inspector  made  or  pre¬ 
ferred  to  you  ;  and  if  yea^  did  you  investigate  them,  and  if  so,  what  was  the 
result  ? 

Answer.  I  suppose  that  means  Mr.  Kimball,  the  inspector  of  bills.  The 
charges  brought  by  Mr.  Smith  against  him  were  that  he  was  not  reliable  ;  that 
he  gave  a  great  deal  of  unnecessary  trouble  to  the  inspectors,  and  there  was 
also  a  charge  of  collusion  with  one  person  concerned  in  a  bill.  It  was  charged 
that  in  ascertaining  the  price  he  received  something  from  him.  I  cannot  state 
that  perfectly,  because  it  was  a  matter  of  incidental  conversation ;  but  Mr. 
Smith’s  object,  as  he  told  me.  expressly,  was  to  remove  Mr.  Kimball.  I  inves¬ 
tigated  the  charges.  In  one  case,  the  case  of  a  man  who  suppliediemery  paper. 
Smith  presented  notes  to  me  stating  that  this  person  had  informed  him,  or  his 
brother,  that  Kimball  had  made  improper  proposals  to  him  in  regard  to  the 
emery  paper.  Kimball  went  up  to  this  man  and  brought  notes  completely 
contradicting  the  statement  of  Mr.  Smith,  showing  that  nothing  of  the  kind  had 
ever  occurred  ;  that  he  had  never  told  Mr.  Smith  anything  of  the  sort.  These  . 
notes  I  kept  in  my  drawer  while  I  was  there.  The  result  was  that  I  was  sat¬ 
isfied  of  his  integrity,  or  I  would  not  have  kept  him  a  moment.  I  have  seen 
that  gentleman  since,  in  my  office,  in  the  Washington  navy  yard,  as  he  was 
delivering  emery  paper  at  this  yard.  I  mentioned  the  circumstance,  and  he 
said  he  was  the  person,"  and  that  Kimball  had  never  made  any  improper  pro¬ 
posals  to  him,  and  nothing  had  occurred  betw*een  them  which  could  attach 
anything  improper  to  his  conduct. 

Question.  When  materials  were  sent  to  the  yard  by  the  navy  agent,  or  work  • 
engaged  by  him  for  the  government,  have  you  ordered  inquiry  to  be  made  into 
such  prices;  and  if  yea,  what  were  the  results  1 

Answer.  In  the  case  of  the  iron  plating  for  the  Monadnock,  one  hundred  tons 
of  that  plating  were  given  to  Curtis’s  iron  works,  at  East  Boston,  to  prepare  the 
plating  for  the  side  of  the  vessel,  at  six  cents  a  pound.  Mr.  Kimball  came  to 
me  after  this  work  was  in  progress  and  informed  me  that  there  was  a  man  who 
would  do  it  for  four  cents  a  pound,  by  the  name  of  S}dvester.  I  was  not 
acquainted  with  any  of  these  men,  but  found  he  could  do  so.  It  was  reported 
to  the  government,  and  a  commission  was  appointed  to  investigate  the  condition 
of  the  establishment,  and  if  they  were  prepared  to  furnish  this  urork,  and  make. 
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arraugeraents  to  do  it.  The  first  board  reported  unfavorable ;  that  he  "was  not 
prepared,  that  he  had  not  the  machineiy,  and  that  it  would  take  a  long  time  to 
be  in  readiness  to  furnish  these  plates,  Arc.  I  appointed  a  commission  after¬ 
wards,  other  statements  being  made  confirmatory  of  his  ability  to  perform  the 
work,  and  they  reported  favorably.  I  then  made  for  the  remaining  500  tons, 
I  think,  to  be  done,  a  contract  with  him.  ^Ir,  AJger,  and  other  persons  of  equal 
character  and  means,  sent  over  word  to  me  that  they  would  stand  his  guaran¬ 
tees  for  the  faithful  and  timely  performance  of  the  work,  in  any  amount,  in  the 
amount  of  $100,000,  if  I  wished  it.  I  made  a  contract  with  him  for  the  remain¬ 
ing  500  tons,  which  had  not  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  Curtis,  but  would 
otherwise  have  followed  the  first  100  tons.  He  furnished  the  plates  long  before 
they  were  wanted,  and  never  was  a  complamt  made  that  I  know  of.  For  that 
transaction  we  are  indebted  to  Kimball.  I  take  no  credit  to  mvself  for  doino’  it. 
I  give  it  to  Kimball,  who  gave  me  the  information  and  put  me  in  the  way  of 
doing  it.  I  made  the  contract  with  Sylvester,  took  guarantees  in  the  amount 
of  $20,000;  Mr.  Alger  headed  the  securities  ;  and  he  performed  the  work  long 
before  it  was  wanted,  ^at  four  cents  a  pound,  and  that  was  an  amount  udiich 
could  be  easily  calculated;  it  was  a  large  amount  saved  on  one  article.  J  do 
not  recollect  any  other  instances  of  inquiries  of  that  kind  in  regard  to  the  navy 
agent’s  purchases.  Kimball  seemed  to  be  very  busy  to  watch  the  public 
interests. 

Question.  Do  you  know  that  there  has  been  any  conniving  between  con¬ 
tractors  or  their  agents,  with  master- workmen  or  others,  to  obtain  orders  for 
articles  not  on  contract,  or  differing  in  size  or  dimensions  from  those  under 
contract,  with  a  view  to  have  them  bought  in  open  market  ? 

Answer.  lean  state  no  instance.  I  may  have  suspicions,  but  I  know  no 
instance  of  that  kind  which  I  can  state  as  a  fact.  I  have  no  data  for  a  state¬ 
ment  of  that  kind. 

Question.  Have  articles  been  delivered  in  excess  of  contract  quantities  at 
high  prices,  when  such  excess  could  have  been  purchased  in  open  market  much 
cheaper  %  If  yeq,  who  required  them,  who  ordered  them,  and  by  whom  were 
they  delivered  ? 

Answer.  I  believe  there  were  some  instances  of  that  kind,  but  I  cannot  state 
them  particularly,-  or  to  what  amount  or  quantity.  I  am  satisfied  that  articles 
in  excess  of  the  contract  amount  were  delivered  at  contract  prices  ;  whether  ut 
higher  prices  than  could  be  purchased  for  iu  open  market  I  cannot  say  posi¬ 
tively. 

Question.  Are  not  bidders  in  the  printed  advertisements  required  to  call 
upon  the  commandants  of  yards  for  a  full  description,  in  writing,  of  articles 
when  they  were  in  doubt  as  to  the  precise  quantity  and  quality  of  articles 
named  in  the  schedule  ? 

Answer.  That  is  very  frequently  done.  They  call  for  information,  and  con¬ 
tracts  are  furnished  us,  and  they  can  look  at  them. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  examined  the  schedule  for  contracts  and  the  quan¬ 
tities  delivered  under  them,  to  see  whether  large  quantities  at  the  higher  prices, 
^  and  small  quantities,  or  none  at  all,  of  the  low  or  nominal  prices  have  been 
required ;  and  when  that  has  been  the  case,  have  you  investigated  into  the  causes 
why  the  master- workmen  scheduled  for  such  quantities  and  such  articles  and 
never  required  them?  And  how  do  you  account  for  such  requisitions  and  such 
deliveries  ? 

Answer.  I  have  sometimes  refeined  to  the  schedules.  They  have  been 
brought  to  me  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry  into  these  things,  but  not  very  fre¬ 
quently.  .  There  has  been  no  great  necessity  for  it.  I  was  a  little  more  than  a 
year  at  Boston,  and  these  schedules  would  embrace  parts  of  two  years.  These 
schedules-  have  been  referred  to  with  the  view  to  ascertain  the  quantity  on 
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hand.  I  have  done  it  for  my  own  information  when  requisitions  have  come  in 
in  several  instances  ;  not  very  frequently. 

Question.  What  is  your  opinion  of  the  operation  of  the  law  and  the  manner 
of  supplying  articles  for  the  navy  under  it,  and  what  remedies  would  you  sug¬ 
gest  to  correct  abuses  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not  reflected  much  on  that  subject.  I  think  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  abuse  in  contracts.  I  think  if  contracts  were  always  given  to  persons 
who  were  in  the  business,  who  properly  supplied  or  usually  supplied  articles 
required  of  them,  a  great  deal  of  abuse  would  be  prevented.  Contracts  are 
given  to  persons  who  are  not  in  the  business,  who  have  not  the  articles  required. 
If  I  had  time  to  reflect  upon  it,  perhaps  I  ipight  give  some  views  on  the  subject. 

Question.  Have  not  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  and  the  Bureau  of  Con¬ 
struction  directed  the  commandant  to  call  for  all  the  low-priced  or  nominal-priced 
articles  on  contract  when  they  could  be  used,  and  have  Smith  Brothers  &  Co. 
remonstrated  against  calling  for  so  many  low-priced  articles,  and  what  has  been 
the  result  ? 

Answer.  There  has  been  one  or  two  instances,  I  think  not  more  than  one 
instance,  of  an  order  of  that  kind  being  given  while  I  was  at  Boston.  I  have 
ha'd^  no  such  order  since  I  came  here,  but  there  may  have  been  such  orders  on 
the  files.  I  do  not  know  of  any  remonstrance  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  on 
that  point.  They  made  no  remonstrance  to  me  that  I  recollect. 


Testimony  of  Matthew  II.  Merriam. 


Matthew  H.  Merriam  sworn  and  examined. 


May  2,  1864. 


By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  What  is  YOur  official  position  ? 

Answer.  I  am  nmsier  machinist  at  the  Charlestown  nav}^yard. 

Question.  State  what  you  -know  about  the  purchase  of  some  oil  there  last 
year. 

Answer.  Nearly  a  year  ago  I  was  called  upon  by  the  storekeeper  to  inspect 
a  quantity  of  oil  delivered  by  H.  D.  Stover  for  sperm  oil.  I  examined  the 
oil  and  found  that  it  was  very  highly  adulterated,  and  I  rejected  it  as  not 
according  to  the  contract.  My  impression  is,  that  the  quantity  was  about  two 
thousand  gallons — not  far  from  that.  In  the  course  of  six  weeks  or  two  months 
after  I  rejected  that  oil,  a  naval  engineer  was  assigned  to  the  head  of  my  depart¬ 
ment  whose  duty  it  became  to  inspect  the  oil.  Since  that  time,  in  obtaining  oil 
from  the  store,  I  have  received  for  sperm  oil  oil  of  precisely  the  same  character 
as  that  which  I  rejected.  The  oil  was-  tested  by  the  usual  tests  of  taste  and 
smell,  and  also  by  instruments. 

Question.  Who  was  the  naval  engineer  who  was  put  in  that  place  ? 

Answer.  Chief  Engineer  Wm.  W.  W.  Wood,  U.  S.  N. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  files  ? 

Answer.  In  the  fall  of  the  same  year  that  I  rejected  the  oil,  (perhaps  in  Au¬ 
gust  or  September,  as  near  as  I  can  remember  the  time,)  I  made  a  requisition 
for  a  considerable  quantity  of  files  for  use  in  my  department.  There  were  sent 
to  me  from  the  store  a  quantity  of  files  bearing  the  packages  and  the  files  trade¬ 
marks  of  Pemberton  and  Sheffield,  which  are  the  trade-marks  of  the  Whipple 
File  Manufacturing  Company,  and  known  to  the  trade  as  indicative  of  second  or 
third  qualities  of  their  manufacture.  1  returned  those  files  to  the  storekeeper,  inas¬ 
much  as  I  was  not  the  inspector  of  them,  and  had  no  right  to  reject  them;  I  sent 
them  back,  and  informed  the  storekeeper  that  I  could  not  use  such  files.  Shortly 
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after  that  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  Commodore  J.  B.  Montgomery,  called 
me  to  his  office  and  showed  me  a  letter  from  Mr.  Stover  complaining  of  my 
action  in  regard  to  the  files  wdiich  he  put  in,  and  asking  him  to  have  the  matter 
referred  to  some  competent  person.  The  commandant  wanted  my  explana¬ 
tion  of  my  course,  which  I  gave  to  him  verbally,  and  he  then  requested  me  to 
make  it  in  writing,  which  I  did.  He  informed  me  that  my  letter,  with  Stover’s, 
was  referred  to  the  engineer.  I  waited  for  some  little  time,  and  not  hearing 
anything  about  the  files,  I  again  applied  to  the  commandant  to  know  what 
should  be  done.  Mr.  Wood  meanwhile  had  gone  to  Xew  York  on  special 
duty,  and  he  was  telegraphed  to  know  if  the  files  were  to  be  accepted.  First 
Assistant  Engineer  G.  V.  X.  Tower,  acting  in  Mr.  Wood’s  absence,  informed 
me  that  a  reply  had  been  received  that  they  were  to  be  accepted. 

I  did  not,  however,  draw  the  files  from  the  store,  but  still  waited,  not  know¬ 
ing  what  course  I  ought  to  pursue.  I  then  made  a  written  application  to  the 
commandant  to  know  what  I  should  do  for  files.  The  commandant  •replied  to 
me  in  writing,  that  Mr.  Wood  had  examined  the  files,  and  they  were  accepted 
and  must  be  used.  On  the  receipt  of  this  note  from  the  commandant,  I  im¬ 
mediately  went  to  his  office,  and  told  him  that  I  believed  there  must  be  some 
misapprehension  in  regard  to  Mr.  Wood’s  decision  relative  to  the  files;  that  their 
inferior  quality  M'as  so  apparent  that  it  did  not  require  an  expert  to  discrimi¬ 
nate  ;  and  by  reason  of  my  explanation  to  him  of  the  facts,  he  referred  me  to 
the  engineer.  I  went  to  Assistant  Engineer  Tower,  acting  for  the  chief  in  his 
absence,  and  told  him  that  I  was  sent  to  him  by  the  commandant  to  confer  with 
him  in  regard  to  the  files.  We  went  to  the  store  where  the  files  were,  and  I 
called  his  attention  to  the  Refects  ;  showed  them  to  him ;  explained  to  him  that 
the  trade-marks  were  those  of  second  and  third  qualities  of  the  AVhipple  File 
Manufacturing  Company,  which  at  best  were  not  regarded  .so  good  as  those  re¬ 
quired  by  the  contract.  He  admitted  the  defects  in  the  files,  but  said  that  Mr. 
Wood  had  passed  them,  and  he  did  not  want  to  take  back  what  he  had  said;  that  he 
had  got  a  letter  from  him,  and  wanted  him  to  get  him  (Wood)  out  of  the  scrape; 
that  wms  his  remark  ;  and  that  it  would  be  important  to  him  to  be  efficient  in 
getting  him  out  of  it,  inasmuch  as  it  would  affect  favorably  his  chances  for  pro¬ 
motion  to  chief  engineer ;  and  he*  urged  me  to  receive  the  files,  guaranteeing 
that  all  supplies  after  that  should  be  of  good  quality.  I  objected.  I  was  asked 
to  receive  a  small  portion  of  them,  a  few  dozen.  I  objected  to  that.  Finally, 
we  separated  without  coming  to  any  arrangement — any  definite  disposition  of 
the  files — and  I  waited  for  some  three  or  four  weeks  perhaps,  when  the  necessi¬ 
ties  of  ray  department  became  so  imperative  that  I  wrote  a  note  to  the  com¬ 
mandant,  informing  him  that  unless  files  were  received  in  the  course  of  that 
day  I  should  be  obliged  to  suspend  80  men  from  work.  The  files  we#e  re¬ 
ceived  that  day,  and  the  men  were  kept  at  work.  In  going  to  the  store  on 
two  or  three  occasions  since  then,  the  same  kind  of  files  which  I  rejected  were 
lying  there,  but  apparently  diminishing  in  size.  I  did  not  count  them.  I  have 
no  positive  knowledge  that  any  of  them  have  been  used.  I  have  not  seen  any 
of  them  about  for  some  months  now.  None  oft  them  were  furnished  to  me,  be¬ 
cause  I  make  a  personal  examination  of  oil,  files,  iron,  and  all  the  articles  of 
consumption  which  I  receive  for  my  department. 

The  following  questions  are  proposed  to  Mr.  Merriam,  by  the  request  of  the 
Xavy  Department : 

Question.  What  is  your  occupation,  and  where  employed? 

Answer.  I  am  master  machinist,  employed  at  the  Charlestown  navy  yard. 

Question.  Are  you  a  steam  engineer,  and  have  you  made  engines  and  run 
them?  If  so,  where  and  when? 

Answer.  I  have  made  steam  engines,  and  worked  upon  them  as  a  journey¬ 
man;  and  I  have  designed  and  superintended  the  construction  of  steam  engines. 
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I  have  done  it  on  several  occasions — at  Newhnryport,  at  Boston,  and  at  Ports¬ 
mouth,  New  Hampshire,  where  I  have  run  engines.  I  have  been  engaged  in 
that  business  for  the  past  twenty  years. 

Question.  Have  you  examined,  inspected,  and  passed  or  rejected  articles  pro¬ 
cured  for  use  in  your  department  ? 

Answer.  I  have. 

Question.  What  party  or  firm  has  delivered  the  largest  number  of  articles 
in  your  department  under  contract,  and  in  open  purchase? 

Answer.  That  I  am  unable  to  say;  1  have  no  means  of  knowing. 

Question.  What  is  the  relative  cost  of  articles  in  open  purchase  and  under 
contract  which  you  have  inspected? 

Answer.  That  I  am  unable  to  say,  because  I  do  not  have  the  contract  prices, 
unless  I  learn  them  accidentally. 

Question.  Have  you  rejected  any  articles  on  account  of  high  price  in  open 
purchase  ?  If  yea,  by  whom  delivered  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not,  that  I  recollect. 

Question.  Are  you  now,  or  have  you  been  wuthin  the  last  three  years,  con¬ 
cerned  or  connected  with  any  party  in  carrying  on  business  of  any  kind  out¬ 
side  of  the  yard?  If  yea,  wuth  whom,  what  is  the  business,  and  where  located, 
and  the  annual  profits  returned  to  the  assessor  of  internal  revenue  ? 

Answer.  I  have  a  proprietary  interest  in  the  manufacture  of  patent-leather 
shoe  binding,  jointly  with  E.  L.  Norton.  The  business  is  located  in  Charles¬ 
town.  The  annual  profits  I  am  unable  to  state. 

Question.  Have  any  contractors  for  articles  in  your  line  inepaired  of  you  the 
kind,  quality,  and  quantities  of  goods  you  proposed  to  schedule  for,  or  probably 
wmuld  require  in  open  purchase?  If  so,  who  and  when  ? 

Answer,  I  do  not  remember  any  such  inquiries  being  made  of  me. 

Question.  Have  parties  or  persons  inquired  if  you  would  not  Avant  articles 
of  any  kind  before  you  had  made  requisitions  for  them  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  any  such  case. 

Question.  When  inspecting  goods,  did  you  see  them  weighed,  counted,  or 
measured  ? 

Answer,  Not  always. 

Question.  When  you  scheduled  for  articles  to  be  advertised  and  contracted 
for,  or  made  requisitions  for  goods  to  be  bonght  in  open  market,  did  you  con¬ 
sult  any  persons  ?  If  so,  AAdiom? 

Answer.  I  have  not  consulted  persons  in  regard  to  those  sabjects. 

Question.  Whose  manufacture  of  files  were  delivered  in  the  largest  quanti¬ 
ties  under  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.’s  contract,  or  by  them  in  open  purchase? 

Answer.  The  largest  quantities  of  files  received  from  Smith  Brothers  Avere 
of  English  manufacturers ;  the  names  of  the  manufacturers  I  do  not  noAV  pre¬ 
cisely  recollect,  as  they  Avere  from  several,  but  most  ofthemknoAvn  to  the  trade. 

Question.  Did  you  consider  them  the  best  quality  of  files  ? 

Answer.  I  did. 

Question.  Are  you  connected  by  marriage  or  otherwise  Avith  the  uaA^y  agent, 
Mr.  Norton,  or  either  of  the  firm  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.,  or  either  of  their 
employes  ? 

Answer.  I  am  not. 

Question.  Were  yau  informed  by  any  Avorkmen  in  the  navy  yard,  or  did  you 
know  of  the  intention  of  the  men  to  strike  for  higher  wages  ?  If  jma,  Avho  spoke 
to  you  on  the  subject,  and  Avdiat  did  you  advise  or  say? 

AusAver.  I  recollect  of  only  one  occasion  of  that  kind,  Avhicli  was  a  strike 
among  the  boiler-makers.  Who  the  parties  were  that  informed  me  I  do  not 
recollect,  but  those  who  I  learned  were  the  leaders  Avere  immediately  dis¬ 
charged. 

Question.  Are  you  an  alderman  of  the  city  of  CharlestoAvn  ?  If  yea,  have  your 
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duties  as  alderman  ever  called  jou,  or  have  you  been,  out  in  that  duty  during 
working  hours  in  the  yard  ? 

Answer.  I  am  an  alderman  of  the  city  of  Charlestown.  I  think  I  have  been 
out  on  two  occasions  during  working  hours  to  attend  funerals,  and  that  is  all 
the  absence  I  recollect. 

Question.  In  your  official  capacity  you  have  been  called  upon  to  prepare 
schedules  of  articles  required  in  your  department  of  the  yard,  have  you  not  ? 

Answer.  I  have. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  intimated  to  any  person  that  certain  articles  of  a 
class  were  likely  to  be  required  in  large  quantities,  and  that  other  articles  of  a 
class  would  only  be  required  in  small  quantities  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not. 

Question.  You  are  a  manufacturer  doing  business  under  the  firm  name  of 
Merriam  &  Norton,  are  you  not  ? 

Answer.  I  am. 

Question.  Who  is  the  purchasing  agent  of  this  firm  ? 

Answer.  Messrs.  Sewell  and  Withington. 

Question.  Does  that  agent  purchase  most  of  the  articles  requhed  for  the  firm 
of  one  person,  or  does  he  go  into  the  market  and  purchase  from  regular  dealers 
at  the  lowest  market  price  ? 

Answer.  I  believe  they  purchase  very  largely  from  particular  individuals, 
although  their  practice  is  to  buy  the  goods  wherever  they  can  buy  them  to  the 
best  advantage. 

Question.  What  proportion  of  all  the  open  purchases  for  the  Charlestown 
i^^vy  yard,  not  including  ordnance,  should  you  think  were  made  of  Smith 
Brothers  ?  Give  a  guess,  if  you  cannot  hit  it  very  near. 

Answer.  It  is  impossible  for  me  to  give  any  sort  of  opinion,  for  I  have  no 
means  of  knowing  anything  about  it. 

Question.  Is  it  customary  for  the  large  manufacturing  establishments  that 
have  been  so  successful  in  New  England  to  give  out  the  purchase -of  all  kinds 
of  articles  required  to  one  firm  ;  or  do  they,  as  a  general  thing,  go  to  regular 
dealers  in  each  article  as  they  are  required  ? 

Answer.  I  should  think  they  generally  applied  to  regular  dealers. 

Question.  In  your  opinion,  why  does  the  navy  agent  give  so  large  a  number 
of  open  purchases  to  Smith  Brothers  ? 

Answer.  I  am  not  aware  of  the  fact  that  he  does  or  does  not  give  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  the  purchases  to  Smith  Brothers,  and  therefore  I  can  give  no  opinion  as 
to  his  reason  for  doing  what  the  question  supposes  him  to  do. 

Question.  Do  you  consider  this  plan  of  the  navy  agent  at  Boston,  giving 
most  of  the  open  purchases  to  Smith  Brothers,  as  the  most  economical  you  can 
think  of  for  the  governmei;it  ? 

Answer.  Without  admitting  or  denying  (from  want  of  knoweledge)  that  there 
is  any  such  plan,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  plan  is  best  which  secures  the  best  ar¬ 
ticles  at  the  lowest  price,  whether  it  be  of  one  firm  or  another. 

Question.  Smith  Brothers  have  very  frequently  taken  contracts  like  this  : 


A  certain  kind  of  iron . $36  per  ton. 

Another  kind  of  iron .  J  per  ton. 


What  was  the  object  of  such  a  bid  ? 

Answer.  Under  the  old  system  of  contracts,  the  object  of  those  bids  is  very 
apparent,  because  a  person  acquainted  with  the  usual  consumption  of  articles  in 
similar  arts  would  be  enabled  to  judge  that  more  articles  of  one  kind  would  be 
required  than  of  other,  and  in  order  to  obtain  a  contract  in  competition  with  the 
practices  heretofore  exercised,  it  was  necessary  to  make  the  bids  in  that  way. 

Question.  It  has  been  found  that  requisitions  from  the  navy  yard  were  for 
very  large  quantities  of  the  iron  at  S36  per  ton,  but  no  requisitions  for  that  at 
Rep.  No.  99 - li 
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one  dollar  per  ton  ($20  per  ton  being  about  tbe  market  price.)  Can  you  explain 
this  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot.  I  can  only  say  that  requisitions  from  my  department 
have  been  for  those  articles  actually  wanted  for  use. 

Question.  As  you  admit  that  you  prepared  the  schedules  of  articles  wanted, 
you  are  certain  you  never  conversed  with  Mr.  Smith  so  as  to  indicate  to  him 
that  iron  at  $36  per  ton  would  be  required  in  great  quantities,  and  none  at  $1 
per  ton  ? 

Answer.  I  am  sure  that  I  did  not  communicate  any  such  information  to  him. 

Question.  How  could  Smith  Brothers  know  so  invariably,  as  is  shown  by  their 
deliveries,  that  the  high-priced  articles  would  be  required  in  large  quantities,  and 
the  low-priced  not  at  all  ] 

Answer.  I  do  not  know,  unless  from  the  knowledge  which  a  dealer  in  such 
articles  would  have  of  the  usual  wants  of  the  trades,  and  an  examination  of  the 
contracts  and  supplies  as  they  had  been  executed  heretofore. 

Question.  Have  you  written  to  any  senator  or  member  of  Congress  urging 
and  demanding  that  the  investigation  under  Colonel  Olcott,  ordered  by  the  Navy 
Department,  in  Boston,  should  be  discontinued  1  If  yea,  explain  your  reasons  for 
such  a  course. 

Answer.  I  have  written  to  a  member  of  Congress  respecting  that  examina¬ 
tion,  because  I  thought  I  had  reason  to  believe  that  by  it  all  parties  might  not 
be  fairly  dealt  with. 

Question.  Has  any  employ^  in  your  department  who  gave  evidence  to  Colonel 
Olcott,  left  the  yard  1  If  yea,  for  what  reason. 

Answer.  One  such  employe  has  left  the  yard  ;  for  what  reason  I  do  not 
know. 

Question.  Have  you  in  any  manner  done  or  said  anything  to  discountenance 
any  person  in  the  navy  yard  from  giving  any  evidence  to  Colonel  Olcott  ?  If 
yea,  what  are  your  reasons  for  so  doing  ? 

Answer... I  do  not  know  that  I  have  done  anything  to  discountenance  the 
giving  of  testimony  before  him.  I  very  willingly  gave  my  own,  and  freely  im¬ 
parted  information  to  his  agents. 

(Question.  Do  you  know  or  have  you  heard  of  any  person  outside  or  inside  of 
the  yard  having  received  any  fee,  or  reward,  or  present,  or  emolument  of  any 
kind,  other  than  his  salary,  for  transacting  any  business  for  or  with  the  govern¬ 
ment  ] 

Answer.  I  do  not. 


Testimony  of  B.  F.  Isherwood. 

May  3,  1864. 

B.  F.  Isherwood,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  sworn  and 
examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy : 

Question.  State  how  bids  are  received  in  your  bureau,  by  whom,  and  how 
kept  until  opened. 

Answer.  Since  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering  has  been  organized  there 
have  been  but  three  lettings  of  contracts.  The  first  was  very  small,  few  in 
number.  I  do  not  recollect  the  date.  At  the  second  letting  the  bids  came  by 
mail  mostly,  and  as  fast  as  they  came  they  were  sent  up  into  a  large  safe  in  the 
Secretary’s  office,  and  there  they  were  locked  up  and  kept  until  the  hour  of 
opening,  when  they  were  sent  down.  In  the  case  of  the  last  letting  there 
were  only  four  or  possibly  five  bids  that  came  by  mail,  and  those  came  within 
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tlie  last  day  or  two.  All  the  other  bids  were  delivered  in  person  by  the  bidders 
or  by  their  agents  at  the  hour  of  opening. 

Question.  State  particularly  how  and  by  whom  opened,  and  in  whose  presence ; 
and  whether  competitors  have  a  right  to  inspect  the  bids  while  being  opened. 

Answer.  They  were  all  opened  in  the  presence  of  myself,  the  chief  clerk  of 
the  bureau,  and  another  clerk  from  one  of  the  other  bureaus.  The  bidders 
have  in  all  cases  been  present  that  chose  to  be ;  there  has  generally  been  a 
room  full  of  them,  and  they  have  inspected  the  bids  as  they  were  being  opened. 

Question.  State  whether  you  have  noticed  that  bidders  made  memorandums 
of  prices,  &c.,  as  they  were  called  for.  Do  bidders  sometimes  copy  entire  bids 
at  the  time  of  opening  ? 

Answer.  There  are  generally  four  or  five,  sometimes  more,  who  have  their 
notes  and  make  memoranda.  I  do  not  know  what  memoranda  they  make,  but 
they  make  memoranda  of  whatever  they  choose  that  goes  on,  and  I  believe 
that  many  of  them  take  a  memorandum  of  all  the  bids. 

Question.  At  the  time  of  opening  bids  have  you  noticed  errors  in  compu¬ 
tations  or  figures  that  appeared  to  have  been  altered  ?  Have  you  noticed  such 
errors  at  the  time ;  and  if  so,  how  ? 

Answer.  Occasionally  I  have  noticed  errors  in  computation  in  the  bids,  but 
at  the  opening  we  do^not  cany  out  multiplications. 

Question.  Do  not  nearly  all  the  bids  usually  received  appear  to  be  scratched 
or  altered  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  that  nearly  all  do,  but  a  very  large  number  are  blotted 
and  scratched  when  received,  possibly  a  majority. 

Question.  Are  these  alterations,  in  your  opinion,  made  by  the  bidders  prior  to 
the  bids  being  forwarded  to  the.  department  ? 

Answer.  Certainly, 

Question.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  alterations  have  been  made 
after  the  bids  have  been  received,  and  by  persons  attached  to  your  bureau  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not. 

Question.  Do  you  believe  it  possible  for  alterations  to  be  made  after  the  bids 
are  received,  without  your  knowledge  ? 

^  Answer.  There  is  probably  a  bare  possibility  of  it,  but  a  very  remote  improba¬ 
bility.  It  would  be  almost  impossible  for  a  person  to  open  them,  I  think — as 
near  an  impossibility  as  a  thing  could  be. 

Question.  Were  the  bids  opened  in  the  presence  of.  bidders  prior  to  the  com^ 
mencement  of  the  present  administration  ? 

Answer.  My  bureau  was  not  in  existence  prior  to  that.  All  the  bids  in  that 
bureau  smce  it  was  organized  have  been  opened  in  the  presence  of  ‘the  bidders. 

Question.  Did  the  present  Secretary  of  the  Navy  give  an  order  to  have  the 
openings  public  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  present  law  ? 

Answer.  I  believe  he  did.  Ever  since  the  organization  of  my  bureau  they 
have  always  been  opened  publicly. 

Question.  Are  the  calculations  and  extensions  made  by  the  bidders  verified 
by  the  bureau  ? 

Answer.  At  the  last  letting  every  bid  was  verified.  At  the  two  previous 
lettings  a  large  number  of  the  lowest  bids  were  verified,  but  those  which  it 
could  be  seen  at  a  glance  were  too  high  and  had  no  chance  in  the  competifion 
were  not  verified. 

Question.  Are  all  the  bids  thus  verified  ? 

Answer.  All  at  the  last  letting  were  verified. 

Question.  Was  it  formerly  the  custom  to  verify  all  the  bids  received,  or  only  • 
a  few  with  the  lowest  apparent  aggregate  ?  • 

^  Answer.  At  the  two  first  lettings  of  tiiis  bureau  a  large  number  of  the  lowest 
bids  were  taken  and  verified.  , 

Question.  Who  gave  the  order  to  verify  all  the  bids  ? 
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Answer.  I  never  received  any  sucli  order. 

Question.  Are  you  ready  to  swear  that,  to  the  best  of  your  knowledge  and 
belief,  having  looked  into  the  matter  since  the  question  has  been  started,  no 
alterations  of  bids  have  been  made  in  your  bureau  after  they  were  received 
from  the  bidders  ?  ' 

Answer.  I  am. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  What  is  the  practical  construction  by  your  bureau  of  this  clause 
in  the  law  of  March  3,  1863,  viz:  “No  bids  for  nominal  or  fictitious  prices 
shall  be  considered  ?  ” 

Answer.  We  consider  those  nominal  or  fictitious  which  immensely  differ  from 
the  market  rates  above  or  below.  It  is  a  very  difficult  question  to  decide.  A 
price  which  one  man  may  be  able  to  offer  goods  at,  from  some  cause  or  other, 
may  be  considerably  below  the  ruling  market  price,  and  yet  he  may  be  able 
and  willing  to  sell  them  at  that  price  to  the  government  or  anybody  else,  so 
that  it  becomes  very  difficult  to  tell  what  is  a  nominal  and  what  is  a  fictitious 
price ;  you  can  tell  it  in  an  extreme  case. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  rejected  a  bid  as  being  too  high  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  think  we  ever  have. 

Question.  If  in  bidding  for  a  class  a  bidder  bid  for  a  single  article  which 
would  come  under  your  definition  as  either  enormously  too  high  or  too  low, 
would  you  reject  the  whole  bid  for  that  class,  or  only  the  bid  for  that  particular 
article  ? 

Answer.  No  such  case  has  arisen  to  be  acted  on  thus  far;  but  if  the  bid  was 
such  that  the  aggregate  was  much  the  lowest,  I,  should  probably  decide  for  the 
government  interests  and  take  the  lowest  bid.  The  difficulty  which  arises  in 
the  practical  enforcement  of  that  part  of  the  law  is,  that  there  can  be  no  general 
rule  made  to  determine  what  is  a  fictitious  or  nominal  price. 

Question.  You  stated  in  your  answer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  Smith’s 
pamphlet,  that  you  saw  no  evidence  that  the  bids  had  been  tampered  with.  Are 
you  of  that  opinion  still  ? 

Answer.  I  am;  in  the  last  letting,  which  was  some  two  months  past  or  so, 
a  good  many  bids  that  were  placed  in  my  hands  at  the  hour  of  opening  by  the 
bidders  themselves,  and  opened  upon  the  spot,  and  without  the  intervention  of 
five  minutes,  were  scratched  and  blotted. 

Question.  Was  not  that  since  the  publication  of  Smith’s  pamphlet  and  your 
answer  to  it  ? 

/  Answer.  I  am  not  certain  but  that  it  was  a  little  prior  to  that. 

Question.  Is  the  subject-matter  of  your  answer  to  the  pamphlet  familiar  to 
your  recollection  now  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  that  it  is,  but  by  looking  it  over  I  could  soon  make 
it  so. 

(The  document  is  handed  to  the  witness.) 

Question.  Are  there  any  alterations  or  additions  that  you  now  want  to  make 
to  that  answer  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir;  I  think  this  document  embraces  all  I  have  to  say  in  regard 
to  that  subject. 

Question.  Can  you  suggest  any  alterations  in  the  mode  of  furnishing  sup¬ 
plies  which  you  think  would  be  for  the  public  advantage  ? 

Answer.  No  further  than  what  I  suggested  in  an  answer  to  a  resolution  of 
the  House  of  Eepresentatives  which  has  been  printed.  I  therein  suggest  what 
I  think  would  be,a  better  plan.  The  principal  points  of  it  are  to  divide  the 
articles  into  classes,  as  now,  put  into  oach  class  the  articles  which  would  prop¬ 
erly  come  from  the  same  dealer,  and  instead  of  having  a  price  to  each  article 
let  the  bid  a  gross  sum  for  the  whole  class,  it  being  specified  that 
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tliere  shall  he  so  many  of  this  article,  so  many  of  that,  and  so  many  of  the  other. 
Let  him  bid  that  he  will  take  a  class,  say,  for  the  gross  sum  of  $10,000,  and  let 
him  be  required  to  furnish  all  the  articles  advertised  for  in  that  class,  neither  more 
nor  less,  but  exactly  that  amount  for  exactly  that  sum.  Then  I  would  make 
it  obligatory  upon  the  bidders  to  deliver  their  bids  either  in  person  or  by  their 
agents  at  the  hour  of  opening,  and  have  none  sent  through  the  post  office  and 
none  deposited.  Let  them  come  in  and  deliver  them  upon  the  spot,  and  have 
them  opened  on  the  spot.  Then  there  would  be  no  computations  to  be  verified. 
There  would  be  merely  a  calling  off  and  taking  a  memorandum  of  the  aggre¬ 
gate  sums.  That  would  avoid  all  possible  suspicion  of  fraud  or  eiTor,  and  I 
know  of  no  objections  to  such  a  system. 


Testimony  of  Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith. 

May  3,  1864. 

Rear-Admiral  Joseph  Smith  recalled  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  : 

Question.  State  how  bids  are  received  in  your  bureau,  by  whom,  and  how 
kept  until  opened. 

Answer.  Bids  are  received  by  mail  and  from  the  bidders  personally,  and  are 
indorsed  by  me  on  the  day  they  are  received  on  the  envelope.  They  are  put 
into  a  trunk  kept  for  that  purpose,  locked,  the  key  put  into  my  private  drawer, 
and  the  key  of  that  drawer  carried  in  my  pocket.  * 

Question.  State  particularly  how  and  by  whom  opened  and  in  whose  pres¬ 
ence,  and  whether  competitors  have  a  right  to  inspect  the  bids  while  being 
opened  1 

Answer.  The  bids  are  opened  by  me,  or  by  the  engineer  of  the  bureau  when 
I  am  called  away  on  any  other  duty,  in  the  presence  of  three  clerks.  One 
clerk  has  a  prepared  scale  with  all  the  classes  headed  with  a  column  for  each 
bidder  in  which  to  put  down  his  number  and  name  as  the  bid  is  opened.  When 
I  open  a  bid,  I  hand  the  envelope  to  one  clerk,  who  enters  upon  the  envelope 
the  bidder’s  name,  and  the  class,  and  the  number  of  the  bid.  I  read  the  bid 
over,  and  the  clerk  who  has  the  scale  before  him  enters  what  I  read  as  to  the 
name  of  the  bidder,  the  number  of  the  class,  and  the  amount  of  the  bid.  I 
then  give  the  bid  to  the  other  clerk  to  enter  on  the  back  of  the  bid  the  same 
which  is  entered  on  the  envelope — the  bidder’s  name,  the  number  of  his  bid,  and 
the  class  or  classes  bid  for.  I  should  say,  in  the  first  place,  though,  that  these 
bids  as  they  are  taken  out  of  the  trunk  are  assorted  according  to  the  different 
yards ;  each  yard  is  placed  by  itself  as  far  as  can  be  ascertained  by  the  in¬ 
dorsement  on  the  envelope.  My  doors  have  always  been  open  to  everybody  to 
be  present  at  the  opening  of  bids. 

Question.  State  whether  you  have  noticed  that  bidders  made  memorandums 
of  prices,  &c.,  as  they  were 'called  off.  Do  bidders  sometimes  copy  entire  bids 
at  the  time  of  opening  ? 

Answer.  Bidders  often  make  memoranda.  In  one  case  Messrs.  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.  brought  on  a  stenographer.  Dr.  Stone,  who  took  down  every 
bid  and  everything  that  was  said  and  done.  I  do  not  know,  generally,  who 
takes  notes  and  who  does  not,  but  I  know  that  he  did  it  in  that  case,  because 
he  was  there  and  examined' all  the  bids,  or  at  least  examined  the  envelopes. 

Question.  At  the  time  of  opening  bids  have  you  noticed  errors  in  computa¬ 
tions,  or  figures  that  appear  to  have  been  altered  ?  Have  you  noted  such 
errors  at  the  time  ;  and  if  so,  how  ] 

Answer.  I  never  compute  the  bids  when  opened,  but  have  very  often  noted 
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clianges  in  the  figures — erasures  and  alterations.  Bidders,  when  they  get  a 
scale,  commence  to  make  out  their  prices,  and  under  an  advertisement  of  four 
weeks  may  change  them  very  often.  Prices  vary,  and  they  change  the  price, 
retaining,  I  suppose,  the  same  printed  schedule.  I  have  not  made  any  written 
notice  of  these  alterations  at  the  time  of  opening,  but  have  noticed  that  there 
were  alterations. 

Question.  Do  not  nearly  all  the  bids  ushally  received  appear  to  he  scratched 
or  altered  ? 

Answer.  I  think  a  majority  of  them  are  changed  and  altered. 

Question.  Are  those  alterations,  in  your  opinion,  made  by  the  bidders  prior 
to  the  bids  being  forwarded  to  the  department  ? 

Answer.  All  of  them  are,  in  my  opinion,  that  come  to  my  bureau. 

Question.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  alterations  have  been  made 
after  the  bids  have  been  received,  and  by  persons  attached  to  your  bureau  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  believe  there  has  ever  been  an  alteration  made  by  any  one 
in  the  bureau.  I  have  no  reason  to  believe  so. 

Question.  Do  you  believe  it  possible  for  alterations  to  be  made  after  the  bids 
are  received,  without  your  knowledge  ? 

Answer.  I  think  it  may  be  possible,  but  it  is  hardly  possible  to  do  it  without 
detection,  because  more  than  one  clerk  has  to  examine  the  bids.  They  are  ex¬ 
amined  twice. 

Question.  Were  the  bids  opened  in  the  presence  of  bidders  prior  to  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  present  administration  ? 

Answer.  In  my  bureau,  always. 

(Question.  Did  the  present  Secretary  of  the  Navy  give  an  order  to  have  the 
openings  public  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  present  law  ? 

Answer.  He  never  gave  me  any  such  order,  because  I  always  did  it. 

Question.  Are  the  calculations  and  extensions  made  by  the  bidders  verified 
by  the  bureau  ? 

Answer.  Always. 

Question.  Are  all  the  bids  thus  verified  ? 

Answer.  Not  all.  Those  which  on  the  face  of  them  bear  an  exorbitant  price 
are  not  closely  verified. 

Question.  Was  it  formerly  the  custom  to  verify  all  bids  received,  or  only  a 
few  with  the  lowest  apparent  aggregate  ? 

Answer.  We  generally  used  to  verify  them. 

Question.  Who  gave  the  order  to  verify  all  the  bids? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  anybody  gave  such  an  order. 

Question.  Are  you*  ready  to  swear  that,  to  the  best  of  your  knowledge  and 
belief,  having  looked  into  the  matter  since  the  question  has  been  started,  no 
alterations  of  bids  have  been  made  in  your  bureau  after  they  were  received 
from  the  bidders  ? 

Answer.  To  the  best,  of  my  knowledge  and  belief,  there  has  been  no  such 
alteration  in  my  bureau. 

.  By  Mr.  Hale  : 

Question.  Are  there  any  alterations  in  the  law,  as  to  furnishing  supplies,  that 
you  would  suggest  ? 

Answer.  I  could  suggest  a  great  many  alterations,  but  it  would  take  me  some 
time  to  do  it. 

Question.  What  do  you  think  of  the  suggestion  made  by  Mr.  Isherwood,  to 
require  bidders  to  name  an  aggregate  price  for  a  whole  class,  and  then  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  specific  quantities  called  for  in  the  class  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  think  that  the  idea  would  be  feasible,  for  the  reason  that  we 
have  a  great  many  articles  that  we  do  not  want  delivered  at  once,  and  it  would 
be  difficult  to  make  out  bills  for  different  articles  without  having  a  specific 
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price  stated  for  eacli  article.  For  instance,  we  want  supplies  tliat  are  perish¬ 
able  in  the  course  of  the  year,  but  we  do  not  want  them  all  delivered  at  once, 
and  therefore  we  should  wa#t  a  price  fixed  to  them.  When  a  man  makes  a 
certain  delivery,  we  pay  his  bill  for  the  amount  he  delivers  with  a  reservation  of 
20  per  cent.;  and  on  the  idea  proposed  I  do  not  see  how  we  could  pay  the  bills 
properly. 


Testimony  of  Josiah  Dunham. 

May  5,  1864. 

Josiah  Dunham  sworn  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  : 

Question.  Have  you  seen  the  pamphlet  published  by  F.  W.  Smith,  reflecting 
upon  the  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Department  for  the  inefficient  and  doubtful  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  duties  of  these  bureaus  have  been  discharged  1  Please  state 
what  you  know  about  these  matters. 

Answer.  I  have  got  one  pamphlet  published  by  Mr.  Smith.  I  suppose  I 
have  not  seen  the  whole,  but  I  have  got  one.  The  question  is  an  indefinite 
one  ;  but  I  can  say,  in  relation  to  the  statements  of  bids  at  the  bureaus,  that  I 
know  nothing  about  them  one  way  or  another.  They  do  not  come  under 
any  portion  of  my  business.  There  are  many  errors  in  the  inferences  and  con¬ 
clusions  of  Mr.  Smith,  on  page  43.  On  that  page  he  says  :  “  Without  special 
occasion  for  suspicion,  it  is  apparent  that  the  weights  of  coal,  iron,  hemp,  &c., 
in  navy  yards,  should  be  subject  to  more  responsible  supervision  than  of  one  indi¬ 
vidual  receiving,  say,  $600  per  annum.”  That  is  not  the  case  in  the  navy  yard 
at  Charlestown.  I  have  a  weigher  of  cordage  who,  when  this  book  was  written, 
was  Mr.  Harding.  I  have  weighers  of  coal  and  iron,  comprising  five  other  dif¬ 
ferent  individuals — Mr.  Sprague,  Mr.  Howard,  Mr.  Baxter,  Mr.  De  Luce,  who 
weighs  considerably  the  most,  and  one  other — who  weigh  at  different  times  and 
different  articles.  The  safeguards  stated  by  Mr.  Smith  would  leave  the  matter 
wholly  and  totally  to  one  receiver  and  one  weigher,  who  are  much  easier  cor¬ 
rupted  than  five  or  six  are  ;  and  from  his  conclusions,  from  my  practical  expe¬ 
rience,  I  entirely  dissent.  The  inspeption  is  not  much  alluded  to  in  his  pam¬ 
phlet.  The  best  that  I  have  known  is  the  system  that  is  practiced  in  the  yard, 
and  that  is,  the  inspectors  are  varied ;  on  oil,  the  engineer  ;  on  iron,  the  man 
who  works  it ;  'on  all  other  goods,  those  that  are  nearest  to,  and  have  relation 
with,  the  working  of  the  article ;  and  subject  to  any  changes  which  the  com¬ 
mandant  of  the  yard  may  make  from  time  to  time  in  all  these  weighers  and  all 
these  inspectors.  The  matter  is  perfectly  under  the  direction  of  the  command¬ 
ant  of  the  yard.  It  has  been  stated  by  me  to  each  commandant  that  I  would 
change  and  shift  the  weighers  and  inspectors  as  often  as  he  wished,  and  when¬ 
ever  he  desired  it,  without  any  official  notice,  but  merely  on  a  verbal  notifica¬ 
tion.  All  the  commandants  have  been  notified  of  that  from  the  days  of  Cap¬ 
tain  Hudson  down  to  the  present  time. 

Question.  How  do  you  account  for  the  manner  of  making  incorrect  schedules 
for  articles  to  be  advertised  for,  at  the  navy  yard  at  which  you  are  the  naval 
storekeeper  ?  • 

Answer.  I  know  of  no  system  that  can  be  got  up  in  a  time  like  the  present 
under  which  perfect  schedules  could  be  made,  and  the  wants  of  the  government 
anticipated  for  a  year.  I  know  of  no  mode  that  could  be  better  than  the  pres¬ 
ent  ;  but  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  making  up  of  the  schedules. 

Question.  How  do  you  account  for  articles  being  sent  to  the  yard  largely 


168 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


over  the  amount  stipulated  in  the  contract,  at  the  higher  prices,  and  received 
and  paid  for  ? 

Answer.  It  was  the  system  when  I  went  ther(#three  years  ago  on  the  first 
day  of  May,  and  which  was  afterwards  carried  out  by  me  until  Congress  passed 
the  present  law,  to  keep  calling  on  the  contractors,  whether  their  quantities  h^d 
been  received  or  not,  according  to  contract,  excejit  as  to  the  contracts  of  the 
Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  where  the  excess  was  limited  to  25  per  cent. ;  but 
it  was  all  done  under  the  direction  and  approval  of  the  commandant  of  the 
yard,  which  I  am  subject  to  at  all  times. 

Question.  How  do  you  account  for  the  large  proportion  of  goods  bought  in 
open  market,  by  the  navy  agent,  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  ? 

Answer.  I  have  no  connexion  with  the  navy  agent’s  affairs,  and  know  nothing 
about  his  open  purchases  beyond  what  information  I  got  as  receiver;  and  I  can 
give  no  account  why  he  does  so. 

Question.  Have  you  discovered  any  bills  of  that  firm  at  higher  than  the  low¬ 
est  market  price  ?  If  so,  state  as  far  as  you  know. 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember  any  since  the  first  year  of  my  office;  I  think 
during  the  first  six  months  of  that  year  I  used  to  notice  the  bills.  Since  then 
there  have  been  other  parties  to  do  so,  and  for  the  last  two  years  I  think  there 
has  been  a  naval  officer  to  examine  the  open  purchase  price  of  goods  in  the  mar¬ 
ket.  Prior  to  that  Commandant  Hudson  used  to  send  out  whom  he  chose. 
Therefore  the  price  of  goods  has  never  come  under  me.  I  give  no  certificate 
in  any  instance  of  the  price  of  goods ;  I  only  receipt  for  the  goods. 

Question.  How  do  you  verify  weights  and  measures  of  articles  bought  and 
sent  to  the  yard  ?  , 

Answer.  I  have  them  weighed  by  different  weighers.  Oils  used  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  a  navy  officer,  and  now  they  are  submitted  to  an  engineer,  who  is  the 
inspector,  under  the  ruling  of  the  commandant  of  the  yard.  Formerly  I  used 
only  to  put  down  what  Mr.  Merriam  and  Mr.  Spicer  would  pass  as  good;  and 
now  it  is  Mr.  Sewell,  an  engineer.  They  are  the  parties  who  sign  the  number 
of  gallons,  not  me.  The  ropewalk  oil,  which  is  an  inferior  article,  used  to  be 
inspected  by  Mr.  Mahony,  the  superintendent.  I  take  their  certificate  as  the 
verification  of  my  own. 

Question.  Do  you  not  order  inspectors  of  goods  to  weigh,  measure,  or  count 
them  when  received,  before  they  certify  to  the  bills  ? 

Answer.  The  inspectors  of  oils,  and  nearly  every  article  but  coal  and  iron, 
are  called  upon  to  inspect  the  quality  and  examine  the  contents  of  the  cask  and 
its  measurement,  &c.,  and  they  verify  to  the  fact,  and  I  give  my  certificate. 
Coal  and  iron  are  weighed  on  the  scales  and  inspected  by  the  parties  using 
them.  • 

Question.  Do  you  believe  or  have  you  any  suspicions  that  any  false  weights 
or  measures  have  been  certified  to]  If  yea,  state  all  about  it,  with  your  reasons. 

Answer.  I  have  no  reason  to  believe,  nor  do  I  know  of  any  such  case. 

Question.  Do  you  know  or  believe  that  any  tampering  has  been  practiced 
with  venders  of  goods  for  the  yard  by  any  persons  employed  in  the  yard  ?  If 
yea,  state  all  you  know  or  believe  on  that  subject. 

Answer.  I  do  not  believe  there  has  been  any  tampering  with  any  person  in 
the  yard  by  any  person  outside,  nor  the  reverse.  Efforts  are  made  to  get  con¬ 
tracts,  and  consequently  they  come  in  and  examine  the  goods ;  but  beyond  the 
examination  and  a  fair  and  honorable  competition  under  the  contract  system, 
I  know  of  no  tampering,  and  never  heard  of  any. 

Question.  Do  you  think  the  manner  of  procuring  supplies  under  the  present 
laws  is  the  best?  If  not,  state  what  remedies  you  would  recommend  and  apply 
to  correct  irregularities  and  abuses.  • 

Answer.  The  present  system  of  contracts,  of  delivering  the  full  amount  con¬ 
tracted  for,  if  fairly  and  justly  carried  out  according  to  law,  is,  in  my  judgment, 
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as  good  a  system  as  can  be  devised.  The  true  system  of  inspection  and  mea- 
sui’ement  should  be  that  the  goods  should  be  inspected  by  the  parties  who  use 
the  articles,  and  in  my  judgment  no  permanent  inspecting  officer  or  receiver 
could  do  the  business-  so  well  as  it  is  done  now  by  changing  the  men  constantly. 
By  the  present  law,  I  think,  the  commandant  is  to  be  satisfied  of  the  quality  of 
the  articles,  and  he  can  order  any  new  and  different  inspection  at  all  times  and 
at  any  time  upon  all  goods  delivered  at  the  yard ;  and  the  same  system  that 
prevails  in  the  Bureaus  of  Yards  and  Bocks  and  Equipment  and  Recruiting 
should  prevail  in  all  the  rest  of  the  bureaus  of  the  yard,  to  wit :  the  inspecting 
officer  should  not  be  the  purchaser,  nor  have  anything  to  do  with  purchasing. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Are  not  persons  proposing  to  bid  under  advertisements  sent  to  the 
yard  to  ascertain  precisely  what  the  article  is,  when  the  advertisement  is  not 
very  specific  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  for  instance,  in  regard  to  stationery  and  other  articles,  the 
advertisement  says  there  are  samples  at  the  yard,  and  they  get  them  there 
generally.  They  call  for  them. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle: 

Question.  What  would  be  the  practical  effect  of  a  provision  allowing  the 
department  to  reject  any  item  in  a  bid  if  that  item  was  at  a  certain  rate,  say  10 
per  cent,  above  the  real  market  value  of  the  article  ? 

Answer.  I  think  that  in  connexion  with  the  present  law,  limiting  the  amount 
to  be  received  to  that  actually  contracted  for,  it  would  be  a  good  plan. 


May  5,  1864. 

E.  L.  Norton  recalled  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy : 

Question.  To  what  party  or  friend  have  you  given  the  orders  for  articles  in 
open  purchases  for  the  navy  yard,  Charlestown? 

•  Answer.  To  many  different  persons:  Hemp,  to  Aaron  D.  Weld  &  Son, 
WiUiam  Ropes  &  Co.,  Mr.  Forbes,  Mr.  Pippey,  and  others;  hardware,  small 
miscellaneous  articles  of  hardware,  principally  to  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  some¬ 
times  to  Dodge,  Gilbert  &  Co.,  F.  W.  Austin,  and  others ;  furniture,  to  Law¬ 
rence,  Wild  &  Co.,  Ware  &  Co.,  P.  B.  Holmes,  and  others ;  carpets,  curtains, 
and  things  of  that  nature,  to  Childs,  Crosby  &  Co.;  provisions,  to  Potter, 
Demond  &  Co.,  J.  W.  Roberts  &  Co.,  Hart,  Baldwin  &  Bertune;  metals,  to  the 
Revere  Copper  Company,  Frazer  &  Deland,  agents  of  the  Taunton  Copper 
Company,  Glover  &  Co.,  agents  of  the  New  Bedford  Copper  Company,  Farren 
&  Follet,  F.  W.  Austin ;  and.  many  other  persons  for  all  classes  of  articles. 
Some  of  the  parties  -were  personally  friendly,  and  some,  I  suppose,  were 
unfriendly. 

Question.  Are  you  connected  by  consanguinity  or  marriage  with  any  member 
of  the  firm  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.? 

Answer.  I  am  not. 

Question.  Have  you  always  invited  competition  for  the  articles  in  open  pur¬ 
chase  you  have  ordered  from  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.? 

Answer.  I  have  always,  in  general  terms.  Whenever  persons  have  indicated 
a  desire  to  offer  for  particular  articles,  or  it  has  been  intimated  to  me  that  per¬ 
sons  would  like  to  offer,  I  have  invited  them  to  do  so.  On  all  standard  articles 
and  articles  of  considerable  importance  and  value,  I  have  invariably  asked 
prices  of  different  dealers.  On  miscellaneous  requisitions,  comprised  of  many 
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small  articles,  I  have  found  it  impracticable  to  do  so  to  the  fullest  extent. 
Such  articles  I  have  purchased  of  contractors  and  regular  dealers.  In  order  to 
show  that  it  is  impracticable  to  price  each  separate  article,  I  will  endeavor  to 
give  the  committee  an  idea  of  a  single  day’s  work :  I  have  taken  from  my 
records,  at  random,  the  business  for  the  1st  day  of  January,  1864.  I  have  the 
requisitions  with  me.  That  was  an  ordinary  day’s  work.  We  have  some 
much  larger,  and  some,  of  course,  much  smaller.  I  find  that  the  articles 
required  on  open  purchase  for  that  day  were  more  than  one  hundred,  comprising 
between  thirty  and  forty  distinct  classes  of  merchandise,  of  the  value  of  from 
perhaps  two  cents  up  to  $400  or  $500.  To  inquire  the  price  of  these  various 
articles  separately,  of  three  or  four  different  dealers  in  each,  and  to  compare  the 
quality  of  the  goods  that  they  offered,  would  take  several  days,  if  not  weeks,  with 
the  force  at  my  command.  In  addition  to  this  business,  we  had  to  pay  on  that 
day  267  allotments  to  267  different  persons,  from  $5  and  upwards,  and  several 
certificates  of  prize  money ;  receive,  enter  and  deposit  money ;  make  returns 
to  the  bureaus  ;  to  the  Secretary  a  detailed  statement,  and  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Internal  Revenue,  besides  other  ordinary  business.  I  have  but  five  clerks 
and  a  messenger. 

Question.  Have  you  not  ordered  from  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  goods  or  mate¬ 
rials  not  in  their  line  of  business  as  hardware  merchants?  If  so,  what  was  the 
object,  and  why  did  you  not  call  on  regular  dealers  in  the  articles  required  ? 

Answer.  I  have  done  so  occasionally,  in  consequence  of  their  being  contrac¬ 
tors,  under  instructions  from  the  department  to  apply  to  contractors  in  making 
purchases,  and  also  comparatively  unimportant  articles  included  in  requisitions 
for  miscellaneous  supplies,  to  avoid  the  multiplicity  of  vouchers. 

Question.  Are  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  in  Boston,  considered  first-class  import¬ 
ers  and  dealers  in  hardware? 

Answer.  They  are.  One  or  both  the  members  of  the  firm  have  been  engaged 
in  the  hardware  business  for  more  than  twenty  years,  with  unquestioned  credit 
and  reputation. 

Question.  You  were  called  upon  by  the  commissioner  of  the  naval  code  for 
your  opinion  on  the  system  of  purchases.  Why  did  you  not  reply  to  the  call 
yourself,  as  it  was  your  duty  as  a  government  officer,  and  not  adopt  the  plead¬ 
ings  of  another? 

Answer.  I  did  reply  to  the  inquiries  of  the  commissioner  in  a  communication* 
of  eight  pages,  a  copy  of  which  I  now  present : 

“Navy  Agent’s  Office, 

“  Boston,  December  15,  1863. 

“  Sir  :  I  avail  myself  of  the  first  convenient  opportunity  to  respond  to  the 
interrogatories  contained  in  your  letter  of  the  19th  ultimo. 

“  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  system  of  obtaining  materials  and  supplies  for 
the  navy  by  contract,  after  public  advertisemept,  with  further  modifications, 
should  be  retained. 

“The  joint  resolution  approved  March  3, 1863,  ‘regulating  contracts  with  the 
Navy  Department,’  by  requiring  the  delivery  of  a  specified  quantity,  goes  far 
to  obviate  the  principal  objections  against  the  contract  system,  as  it  has  stood 
under  former  legislation. 

“  I  suggest,  however,  that  the  provision  requiring  contractors  to  be  manufac¬ 
turers  or  regular  dealers  in  the  articles  which  they  offer  to  supply,  is  rendered 
practically  inoperative  by  the  language  immediately  following,  which,  I  believe, 
is  construed  to  mean  that  any  person  having  a  license  as  dealer,  either  wholesale 
or  retail,  may  become  a  contractor.  This  view  obviously  defeats  the  apparent 
purpose  of  the  law  to  hold  out  inducements  to  bona  fide  manufacturers  and 
dealers,  by  protecting  them  against  mere  speculators  and  adventurers. 
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‘‘  A  slight  amendment  making  the  license  an  additional,  instead  of  an  exclusive, 
condition,  would  give  the  wholesome  provision  force. 

“If,  in  addition  to  this,  contracts  are  limited  to  articles  susceptible  of  exact 
description  and  specification,  or  conformable  to  sealed  samples,  with  suitable 
penalties  rigidly  enforced  for  non-fulfilment,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  system 
offers  important  advantages  to  the  government. 

“  There  are,  however,  a  variety  of  articles,  the  want  of  which  may  not  be 
anticipated,  as  well  as  deficiencies  under  contract,  which  must  be  obtained  by 
the  department  directly,  or  through  authorized  agents.  As  it  is  obviously  im¬ 
practicable  for  the  department  to  make  these  purchases  direct,  it  follows  that 
the  duty  must  be  intrusted  to  agents,  under  such  safeguards  and  checks  as 
may  be  desired.  After  careful  observation  and  consideration,  I  can  suggest  no 
important  improvement  in  the  present  system  of  making  open  purchases.  Its 
faults,  if  faults  it  has,  are  those  of  administration  rather  than  of  legislation. 
As  a  scheme  of  purchase  I  can  conceive  of  none  more  thoroughly  guarded  than 
the  present. 

“Navy  agents  are  appointed  and  confirmed  by  the  highest  authority ;  they  are 
required  to  take  an  oath  and  give  a  heavy  bond  for  the  faithful  discharge  of 
their  duties,  and  their  purchases  undergo  the  scrutiny,  first,  of  an  inspector, 
who  is  to  certify  to  quality  and  fairness  of  Jirice;  secondly,  of  the  head  of  the 
department  in  which  the  articles  are  to  be  used,  who  is  to  make  a  like  certificate,; 
thirdly,  of  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  who  is  to  approve  the  same ;  and, 
finally,  of  the  chief  of  the  bureau  for  which  the  purchase  is  made. 

“  If  these  precautions  against  excessive  prices  are  not  sufficient,  I  am  unable 
to  suggest  any  likely  to  prove  more  effective. 

“  No  advantage  would  be  gained,  that  I  can  perceive,  by  restricting  the  fields 
from  which  to  appoint  purchasing  agents.  Certainly  nothing  would  be  gained 
by  confining  the  appointment  to  officers  of  the  navy.  The  duties  of  their 
profession  do  not,  it  seems  to  me,  afford  opportunity  for  acquiring  that  practical 
knowledge  of  business  men  and  matters  which  qualify  them  for  the  duties  of 
mercantile  agents.  To  purchase  goods  with  success  requires  in  the  buyer  an 
acquaintance  with  business  men  and  the  modes  of  doing  business,  no  less  than 
a  knowledge  of  merchandise  and  the  sources  of  supply.  So  far  as  my  observa¬ 
tion  extends,  naval  officers  do  not  possess  this  advantage. 

“  Furthermore,  there  is  an  obvious  tendency  for  officers  of  the  same  service  to 
support  and  defend  each  other  in  official  transactions,  which  does  not  prevail 
when  a  civil  officer  is  one  of  the  parties  interested.  This  probably  arises  from 
a  natural  professional  pride,  but  evidently  does  not  conduce  to  efficiency  or 
.  .  security  against  fraud. 

'  “  I  consider  that  these  are  decided  objections  against  locating  mercantile'^ 

agencies  in  navy  yards.  In  addition  to  the  consideration  that  such  location 
would  be  apart  from  the  communities  and  markets  with  which  transactions  must 
take  place,  it  would  conduce  to  intimate  relations  between  the  agent  and  the 
inspecting  and  other  officers  of  the  yard,  and  by  bringing  dealers  into  frequent 
contact  with  clerks  and  receivers,  would  afford  undesirable  opportunities  for 
conference  and  collusion.  There  can  be  no  advantage  gained  by  permitting 
employes  to  impart  verbal  infor|aation  in  regard  to  present  or  prospective 
wants  of  the  department.  Clear  and  definite  written  descriptions  of  the 
requirements  of  the  service,  served  upon  the  proper  agent,  not  only  promote 
prompt  and  full  compliance,  but  greatly  facilitate  investigation  by  preserving 
a  record  of  the  basis  of  each  transaction. 

“Notwithstanding  the  clear  provisions  of  existing  law,  a  practice  prevails 
to  some  extent  of  permitting  inspecting  officers  to  make  purchases  for  their 
respective  departments.  It  not  unfrequently  happens  that  the  same  officer  will 
purchase,  inspect,  and  expend  supplies  for  the  service,  without  the  supervision 
of  any  other  person  whatever,  and  this  where  an  authorized  agent  has  been 
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appointed  to  tlie  duty.  This  practice  demolishes  at  a  blow  the  safeguards  set 
up  by  the  legislation  on  this  subject,  and  I  respectfully  suggest  that  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  law  be  made  still  more  stringent,  with  a  view  to  the  suppression 
of  the  abuse.  The  present  system  of  inspection  of  and  accounting  for  supplies 
might  be  rendered  more  effectual  and  thorough  by  the  appointment  of  a 
commission  charged  with  the  examination,  at  irregular  intervals,  of  the  amount, 
quality,  and  preservation  of  supplies  on  hand,  and  the  account  of  disbursements 
thereof. 

“  This  commission  should  consist  of  practical  and  competent  persons,  entirely 
disconnected  with  either  branch  of  the  naval  service,  and  its  personnel  be  fre¬ 
quently  changed.  A  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  such  a  commission  might 
deter  employes  frpm  many  irregular  practices,  and  its  reports  lead  to  the 
correction  of  abuses.  With  the  view  of  promoting  the  object  of  your  inquiries, 

I  have  invited  suggestions  from  gentlemen  of  my  acquaintance  conversant  with 
the  subject,  and  have  received,  among  others,  in  relation  thereto,  a  communica¬ 
tion  from  F.  W.  Smith,  esq.,  a  gentleman  of  high  standing  and  large  experience 
in  naval  contracts,  whoie  suggestions  seem  to  me  to  be  of  weight.  I  therefore 
take  the  liberty  of  enclosing  it  herewith  for  your  consideration. 

“  I  am,  sir,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

“E.  L.  NORTON,  Navy  Agent. 

“  Hon.  0.  B.  Sedgwick,  ' 

“  Commissioner  of  the  Naval  Code,  Syracuse,  New  York.^' 

Mr.  Smith’s  communication  was  submitted  to  the  commissioner  because  he 
had  had  large  experience  in  naval  supplies,  and  I  thought  some  of  his  sugges 
tions  worthy  of  consideration,  and  I  find  that  several  of  them  have  been  adopted 
by  the  commissioner  in  his  report. 

Question.  Have  you  kept  a  memorandum  or  record  of  all  the  orders  you 
have  given  for  open  purchases,  when  and  to  whom  and  for  what  given,  and  of 
all  the  offers  from  parties  to  whom  you  have  applied  for  prices,  as  well  as  offers 
from  parties  to  whom  you  have  not  applied  % 

Answer,  I  have  kept  a  record  of  all  orders  given  for  open  purchases,  when 
and  to  whom,  and  for  what  given.  •  Offers,  when  in  writing,  have  been  retained 
until  the  approval  of  the  transaction  by  the  department. 

Question.  Have  any  of  the  bills  of  purchase  made  by  you  been  objected  to ; 
and  if  so,  have  they  been  reduced,  and  if  reduced,  have  they  not  been  procured 
at  less  price  than  you  certified  to  be  correct  as  the  lowest  market  price  % 

Answer.  Out  of  many  thousand  purchases,  a  very  few  have  been  objected  to 
on  account  of  the  prices,  most  of  which  were  subsequently  allowed.  In  other 
cases,  the  parties  have  either  removed  their  goods  or  submitted  to  a  reduction,  • 
and  I  recollect  but  two  instances  of  any  importance :  one  a  purchase  of  canvas 
of  B.  Y.  Pippey  &  Oo.,  which  was  purchased  by  a  sample  exhibited  at  the  navy 
yard.  The  goods  were  delivered  direct  from  the  manufactory,  and  proved  upon 
examination  to  be  inferior  to  the  sample.  The  inspecting  officers  decided  that 
they  would  answer  their  purpose,  and  that  they  would  receive  the  goods 
provided  the  price  was  reduced  to  meet  the  quality  of  the  goods.  The  case 
was  made  the  subject  of  correspondence  with  the  Bureau  of  Construction,  and 
was  explained  in  my  letter  to  the  bureau  of  December  30,  1862.  The  explana¬ 
tion  appeared  to  be  entirely  satisfactory.  The  second  case  is  fully  explained  in 
my  letter  to  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  under  date  of  September  19,  1863.  It 
referred  to  a  bill  for  boiler  iron  and  sixteen  other  articles.  I  desire  to  give  that 
communication,  as  it  explains  it  in  fewer  words  than  I  can  otherwise  do : 

“  Navy  Agent’s  Office, 

“  Boston,  September  19,  1863. 

‘‘Sir:  The  bureau’s  letter  of  the  14th  instant,  requiring  an  explanation  of 
certain  errors  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  this  office  in  purchases  upon 
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requisitions  392,  418,  429,  442,  and  446,  for  wliicli  bills  were  approved  by  me 
for  $2,642  75,  and  reduced  by  the  seller  $427  42,  is  received. 

“  In  reply,  I  have  to  say  that  the  principal  article  was  for  boiler  iron.  By  the 
terms  of  the  requisition  I  considered  myself  obliged  to  order  the  best  article, 
which  was  done,  and  the  iron  was  delivered  direct  from  the  rolling  mill  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  at  the  navy  yard,  unaccompanied  by.  any  description  of  its  quality.  A 
bill  was  accordingly  made  and  approved,  under  the  impression  that  it  was  the 
best  boiler  flange  iron.  Subsequent  inspection  by  the  seller  proved  it  to  be  0, 
No  1  iron,  a  somewhat  inferior  article,  but  considered  by  the  master  machinist 
suitable  for  the  required  purpose.  The  seller  promptly  informed  me  of  the 
error  in  the  description,  stating  that  he  had  proposed  to  the  ordnance  office  to 
reduce  the  price  to  meet  the  quality  of  the  iron.  Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  in 
the  absence  of  any  preliminary  inspection  by  me,  which  is  impracticable  under 
existing  facilities,  I  could  have  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  iron  was  of  the  best 
quality,  for  which  the  price  charged,  eight  and  one-fourth  cents,  was  a  fair 
market  price.  If  any  error,  clerical  or  other,  has  been  committed  in  -this  matter, 
it  was  in  consequence  of  the  terms  of  the  requisition  not  stating  explicitly  that 
an  inferior  article  would  be  accepted,  while  m.y  instructions  left  me  no  option 
but  to  order  an  article  of  the  best  quality.  It  is  now  evident  that  the  reduction 
of  the  price  was  excessive,  and  was  submitted  to  by  the  seller  upon  the  rep¬ 
resentation  that  five  and  one-half  cents  was  a  quotation  obtained  by  a  special 
messenger  from  the  navy  yard.  It  now  appears  that  the  price  was  obtained 
from  Mr.  Henry  Ayling,  who  advertised  ‘  balance  of  stock  at  less  than  market 
prices’  to  close  a  concern,  and  who  had  not  a  plate  of  iron  answering  the 
description  on  hand.  That  the  reduced  price  was  not  a  fair  one,  I  submit  in 
proof  a  copy,  of  a  letter  from  a  highly  respectable  firm  in  Pennsylvania.  Upon 
these  facts  the  seller  based  a  claim  upon  the  bureau,  a  bill  for  which  is  also 
herewith  respectfully  submitted. 

“  A  voluntary  reduction  was  likewise  made  upon  twenty-five  drill  braces, 
because  new  facilities  were  discovered  for  furnishing  this  article  after  the  bill 
was  made,  and  not  because  the  original  price  was  not  a  fair  one,  or  that  the 
assistant  inspector  could  procure  a  lower  quotation. 

“After  bills  were  approved  by  me,  ten  casks  of  five-penny  fine  finishing  nails 
were  exchanged  for  a  common  article  of  the  same  size,  and  the  price  was  re¬ 
duced  to  meet  the  quality  of  the  article  without  notice  having  been  given  at 
this  office. 

“  The  copper  tacks  purchased  on  requisition  446  were  purchased  September  1, 
and  were  priced  nearly  two  weeks  later  upon  a  rapidly  declining  market,  and 
the  difference  of  two  dollars  in  the  lot  of  fifty  pounds  was  promptly  submitted 
to  by  the  seller.  These  reductions  amount  in  the  aggregate  to  $427  42,  and 
are  the  only  ones  referred  to  by  the  bureau;  and  I  respectfully  submit,  that  the 
explanation  is  a  complete  vindication  of  the  manner  in  which  the  business  for 
the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  has  been  performed  by  this  office. 

“If  upon  a  bill,  $2,642  75,  comprising  seventeen  different  classes  of  articles, 
many  of  which  were  procured  in  great  haste  under  statements  of  the  necessity 
of  despatch,  the  assistant  inspector  has  been  able  to  find  plausible  objections  to 
but  a  single  item  amounting  to  $2,  I  believe  the  bureau  may  profitably  inquire 
into  the  motive  for  these  vexatious  representations,  and  to  consider  whether  the 
extraordinary  course  of  the  assistant  inspector  of  ordnance  in  making  purchases 
should  receive  its  further  sanction. 

“Very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

“E.  L.  NORTON,  Navy  Agent. 

“  Commander  H.  A.  Wise, 

“  Chiefl  of  bureau  of  Ordnance,  Washington,  O.” 
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Question.  Have  you  ever  supplied  any  chattels  of  any  kind  at  prices  higher 
than  the  articles  required  were  oiBPered  to  you  by  other  parties  than  those  you 
houglit  of?  If  so,  state  all  about  such  purchase. 

Answer.  I  have  not.  I  have  been  informed  that  Mr.  Samuel  Oakman  makes 
a  statement  that  he  offered  pig  iron  to  me  for  ballast  at  one  price,  and  that  I 
purchased  it  of  another  party  at  a  higher  price.  I  will  state  how  that  case 
stands.  I  received  a  requisition  from  the  navy  yard  for  seventy-five  tons  of 
iron  for  ballast.  Under  instructions  from  Commandant  Hudson,  it  was  cus¬ 
tomary  for  me  to  buy  a  good  quality  of  iron  for  ballast  with  the  view  that  when 
it  was  discharged  from  the  vessel  it  could  go  into  the  supply  on  hand  for  general 
purposes,  and  be  available  to  the  government.  I  was  advised  to  purchase  iron 
similar  to  that  ordinarily  used  in  the  yard.  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  had 
contracted  to  furnish  a  large  lot  of  Thomas  pig  iron.  In  discharging  a  cargo 
at  the  yard  to  fill  their  contract  they  had  a  surplus  of  about  fifty  tons.  I  desired, 
under  the  instructions  that  I  had  received  from  the  commandant,  to  procure  iron 
if  possible  similar  to  that,  as  it  was  used  for  the  manufacture  of  shot  and  shell, 
and  it  was  necessary  to  have  it  of  uniform  quality.  Mr.  Oakman  offered  me  a 
brand  of  iron  with  which  I  was  not  acquainted,  at,  I  believe,  about  $31  or 
$31  50  per  ton.  The  price  of  Thomas  iron  was  about  $37  50  per  ton.  I  re¬ 
quested  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  to  take  enough  iron  of  Oakman  to  make  up 
the  seventy-five  tons  with  what  they  had  in  the  yard,  and  to  average  the 
price.  This  was  done.  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.  furnished  about  fifty  tons  of 
their  Thomas  iron,  and  they  bought  about  twenty-five  tons  of  Mr.  Oakman,  and 
averaged  the  price,  making  it,  I  believe,  about  $35  50  per  ton.  That  is  the 
transaction  referred  to.  This  amounted  to  the  same  thing  as  it  would  had  I 
bought  the  twenty-five  tons  of  Mr.  Oakman  direct,  but  by  doing  so  I  avoided 
making  two  vouchers  on  one  requisition.  That  was  the  sole  purpose  in  doing  it. 

Question.  Have  you  not  engaged  or  attempted  to  engage  work  to  be  done  at 
a  much  higher  price  than  the  yard  authorities  procured  it  to  be  done,  at  a  very 
large  saving  to  the  government  1 

Answer.  I  have  not.  I  presume  this  question  refers  to  preparing  the  iron 
plates  for  the  Monadnock.  The  facts  in  that  case  are  these :  Some  time  in  the 
winter  of  1862-’63  1  received  a  requisition  for  preparing,  planing,  drilling, 
countersinking,  &c.,  100  tons  of  iron  plates  for  that  vessel.  I  applied  to  the 
Atlantic  Works,  and  to  Harrison  Loring,  the  only  experienced  iron-clad  builders 
in  the  vicinity,  and  received  a  proposal  from  each  at  six  cents  per  pound  for 
doing  the  work.  The  Atlantic  Works  had  furnished  the  iron,  and  it  was  upon 
their  wharf ;  the  prices  were  equal ;  but  for  this  reason  the  requisition  was  given 
to  the  Atlantic  Works.  Subsequently,  in  the  last  of  February,  I  received 
another  requisition  for  preparing  200  tons  more  for  the  same  vessel.  I  obtained 
proposals  from  Mr.  Loring  and  the  Atlantic  Works  at  their  former  prices. 
These  concerns  are  well  known  at  the  department,  and  are  of  the  very  highest 
standing  in  our  vicinity  in  this  kind  of  work.  I  also  received  a  proposal  from 
Messrs.  A.  Sylvester  &  Oo.  for  doing  the  work  at  four  cents  per  pound.  As 
these  parties  had  had  no  experience  in  iron  ship -building,  and  no  facilities  for 
doing  such  work,  and  as  I  was  informed  that  the  work  was  of  great  importance, 
and  that  the  plates  must  be  prepared  in  six  weeks,  I  did  not  feel  authorized  to 
award  it  to  them,  and  therefore  I  referred  the  matter  to  the  Bureau  of  Con¬ 
struction  with  a  statement  of  the  case.  The  commandant  was  instructed  to 
investigate  the  character  and  ability  of  the  parties,  A.  Sylvester  &  Oo.,  to  do 
the  work,  and  a  board  was  appointed  by  him,  consisting  of  Chief  Engineer 
Lawton,  I  believe,  and  Master  Machinist  Merriam,  to  examine  their  premises 
and  report  upon  their  ability  to  do  such  work.  They  reported  adversely. 
Subsequently  another  board  was  appointed,  who  reported  favorably,  and  the 
work  was  awarded  to  them  by  the  commandant.  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  it 
after  I  turned  it  over  to  the  bureau.  I  have  been  informed  that  at  the  same  time 
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seven  and  a  half  cents  was  paid  for  preparing  the  iron  plating  for  the  Roanoke, 
at  New  York,  by  the  department.  While  the  matter  was  pending  another  offer 
to  do  the  work  was  received  by  me  from  McLaughlin  &  Co.,  at  three  and  a 
half  cents  a  pound,  and  by  me  submitted  to  the  bureau.  McLaughlin  &  Co, 
had  no  experience  in  this  kind  of  business,  but  were  a  larger  concern  and  had 
greater  facilities  than  Sylvester  &  Co.  Messrs.  Sylvester  &  Co.  finished  the 
work  in  about  six  months,  as  appears  by  the  vouchers,  instead  of  six  weeks. 

Question.  Did  the  inspector,  Mr.  Kimball,  have  any  agency  in  these  matters 
in  correcting  charges  1  *  . 

Answer.  I  believe  Mr.  Kimball  was  a  member  of  the  second  board  to  report 
on  the  ability  of  Sylvester  &  Co.  to  do  the  work.  Mr.  Kimball  claimed  to  have 
obtained  the  reduction  on  the  bill  of  canvas  before  referred  to,  but  such  is  not 
the  fact.  The  entire  matter  was  arranged  between  the  seller  and  the  master 
sailmaker,  who  inspected  it. 

Question.  Did  you  not  protest  to  the  Navy  Department  against  employing  an 
inspector  of  prices  as  supervising  your  duty  in  that  regard  1 

Answer.  I  did  not  object  to  an  inspector  to  supervise  the  prices.  That 
practice  has  prevailed  for  many  years.  I  objected  to  the  appointment  of  an 
inspector  to  go  into  the  market  in  advance  of  the  issuing  of  requisitions,  for 
reasons  stated  in  my  letter  to  the  honorable  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  dated 
February  28,  1863,  which  I  will  read : 

‘Navy  Agency, 

^^BostoTit  February  28,  1863. 

“  Sir  :  Requisitions  for  supplies  under  the  Bureaus  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Con¬ 
struction,  and  Equipment  and  Recruiting,  have  recently  been  received  at  this 
office,  with  various  memoranda  indorsed  upon  the  backs  thereof,  indicating 
persons  and  firms,  with  prices  of  the  several  articles  named  in  the  requisitions. 
As  this  is  a  new  feature  of  these  documents,  I  have  made  inquiry  of  the  com¬ 
mandant  of  the  Boston  yard  as  to  its  purpose,  and  have  been  informed  by  him 
that  this  is  done  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  the  chiefs  of  the  different  bureaus 
to  send  the  special  inspector  to  two  parties  dealing  in  the  article  required,  besides 
the  contractor,  and  inquire  the  prices  of  the  articles  delivered  at  the  yard,  and 
note  on  the  back  of  the  requisitions  the  prices  asked  for  each  class,  and  then 
send  the  requisitions  to  the  navy  agent. 

“I  desire  to  respectfully  remonstrate  against  the  execution  of  this  order 
because,  in  the  first  place,  it  appears  to  be  a  reflection  upon  my  official  character, 
implying  that  I  am  either  incompetent  for  the  duties  devolving  upon  me  as  the 
agent  of  the  department,  or  too  dishonest  to  be  intrusted  with  their  discharge. 
If  there  were  ground  for  either  of  these  accusations,  it  would  certainly  be  due  to 
the  department,  as  well  as  to  myself,  that  the  charges  be  formally  made  with  a 
view  to  a  thorough  investigation ;  but,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  charges,  I 
have  a  right  to  assume  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  department,  no  ground  exists 
upon  which  to  found  them.  Yet  the  execution  of  this  order  says,  as  plainly  as 
an  act  can,  to  the  public,  to  my  associates  in  office,  to  every  merchant  under 
whose  notice  its  execution  falls,  that  the  department  has  no  confidence  in  its 
duly  appointed  legal  agent.  While  a  disclaimer  of  implied  censure  from  the  depart¬ 
ment  must  afford  satisfaction,  yet,  as  such  denial  could  come  to  the  notice  of 
but  few  of  the  persons  possessed  of  the  knowledge  of  the  order,  I  must  still 
suffer  the  public  reproach,  and  present  myself  to  every  merchant  with  whom  I 
have  dealings  as  an  official  branded  with  the  disapprobation  of  his  superiors. 
But  aside  from  ail  considerations  of  a  personal  character,  I  desire  to  view  the 
subject  as  a  matter  of  business  policy. 

“  By  the  regulations  and  former  practice  of  the  department,  open  purchases 
were  subjected  to  the  scrutiny  of  a  corps  of  receiving  and  inspecting  officers, 
consisting  of  the  naval  storekeeper,  the  civil  engineer,  the  master- workmen  of 
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the  several  departments,  and  the  commandant  of  the  yard,  all  of  whom  were  to 
certify  to  the  quality  and  fairness  of  price  of  the  supplies  coming  into  their  re¬ 
spective  departments,  and  most  of  whom  have  special  qualifications  for  a  correct 
judgment  of  the  material  which  they  are  themselves  to  use,  and  be  responsible 
for  the  result.  But  now,  by  this  new  plan,  there  is  practically  substituted  for 
this  inspection  the  decision  of  one  man  on  every  variety  of  merchandise  pur¬ 
chased  ;  for  while  I  do  not  understand  that  the  former  regulations  are  rescinded, 
in  terms,  yet  as  the  decision  of  this  special  inspector  is  prior  and  conclusive,  it 
follows  that  any  subsequent  inspection  wilbbe  merely  formal. 

“Asa  means  of  preventing  fraud  and  corruption,  the  new  system  is  as  much 
inferior  to  the  old  as  one  man  is  easier  to  be  corrupted  than  ten. 

“  But  (fne  of  the  gravest  objections  to  the  practice  is  that  an  officer  is  directed 
to  go  into  the  market  and  give  notice  to  such  persons  as  he  chooses  that  the  de¬ 
partment  will  purchase,  within  a  few  days,  certain  articles,  thus  giving  the 
preferred  parties  an  opportunity  to  A)restall  the  department  on  all  those  articles 
which  are  limited  in  supply.  I  assert  that  if  this  practice  had  prevailed  during 
the  past  year,  many  thousands  of  dollars  would  have  been  lost  to  the  govern¬ 
ment.  And  by  this  practice,  too,  unless  the  navy  agent  is  willing  to  become  the 
subordinate  of  this  inspector,  blindly  following  his  lead  not  only  as  to  prices, 
but  also  the  quality  of  the  goods  purchased,  there  must  continually  arise  disa¬ 
greements  between  the  price  paid  and  the  price  recorded,  calling,  in  the  first 
place,  for  needless  explanations,  and  remaining  finally,  whatever  may  be  the 
merits  of  the  case,  as‘  a  record  against  the  agent  and  the  department. 

“  For  the  reasons  stated,  therefore,  I  most  earnestly  remonstrate  against  this 
order  :  first,  that  it  is  a'n  undeserved  censure  upon  me, as  the  agent  of  the  de¬ 
partment,  founded  upon  no  act  or  omission  of  mine ;  second,  that  it  is  unneces¬ 
sary,  substituting  an  inferior  and  unsafe  inspection  for  the  intelligent  and 
thorough  one  heretofore  practiced ;  third,  that  it  opens  a  door  for  forestalling 
the  government  in  many  important  purchases,  which  must  result  in  great  loss  ; 
and,  finally,  that  it  practically  places  a  person  unknown  to  the  law  in  the  place 
of  the  navy  agent  to  exercise  his  functions,  without  at  the  same  time  being  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  liabilities  and  obligations  upon  the  regularly  constituted  agent. 

“Very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

“E.  L.  NORTON,  Navy  Agent. 

“  Hon.  Gideon  Welles, 

“  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  Washington,  D.  O.” 

I  understand  this  new  order  in  regard  to  the  inspector  was  a  circular  order 
which  was  to  apply  to  all  the  yards.  It  failed  to  be  executed  at  the  Charles¬ 
town  yard,  because  the  inspector  found  it  physically  impossible  to  price  more 
than  a  small  portion  of  the  articles  and  indorse  the  price  upon  the  requisitions 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  order.  At  the  Portsmouth  yard  I  understand 
that  a  Mr.  Spalding  was  appointed  inspector.  He  was  a  contractor  or  furnisher 
of  iron  for  the  navy  yard,  and  consequently  had  the  advantage  of  pricing  his 
own  sales.  At  the  New  York  yard  I  believe  no  attempt  was  made  to  execute 
it.  I  know  nothing  of  the  other  yards. 

Question.  Are  you  connected  with  any  party  or  firm,  or  on  your  own  account, 
in  carrying  on  business  outside  of  your  government  official  duties?  If  yea, 
state  what  business,  where  it  is  located,  and  the  amount  of  purchases  and  sales 
thereof. 

The  witness.  I  desire  to  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  question  has  any  perti¬ 
nency  to  this  inquiry  ? 

Mr.  Hale.  I  do  not  think  it  has,  but  perhaps  you  had  better  answer. 

Answer.  Whilst  I  deny  the  right  of  this  committee,  or  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy,  or  of  any  other  person,  to  inquire  into  my  private  affairs  and  busi¬ 
ness,  I  shall  fully  and  freely  answer  this  question,  because  I  have  no  objection 
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to  tlie  facts  all  appearing.  In  order  to  a  fall  understanding  of  the  case,  I  will 
say  that  I  am  the  inventor  of  a  patent  shoe-binding,  and  that  the  patent  right 
for  that  article  is  owned  by  Francis  M.  Johnson,  the  pr(?feident  of  the  Mount 
Wollaston  Bank,  Quincy,  Massachusetts,  by  Matthew  H.  Merriam,  and  by  my¬ 
self,  in  the  proportion  of  five-twelfths  to  Mr.  Johnson,  three-twelfths  to  Mr. 
Merriam,  and  four-twelfths  to  myself.  Mr.  Merriam  and  myself  have  a  perpet¬ 
ual  and  exclusive  license  from  Mr.  Johnson  to  manufacture  the  article.  The 
business  is  carried  on  in  Charlestown,  Massachusetts,  by  agents  employed  by 
]\rr.  Merriam  and  myself,  and  does  not  require,  nor  does  it  receive,  any  personal . 
attention  from  us.  I  believe  that  the  sales  amount  to  from  ^80,000  to  $100,000 
per  annum,  and  that  the  purchases  amount  to  about  $10,000  less. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Merriam,  master  machinist  at  the  Boston  navy 
yard  ?  Is  he  connected  with  you  in  any  way  by  marriage  ]  If  so,  how  ?  Is 
he  concerned  with  you,  or,  as  you  believe,  with  any  other  party,  in  any  kind  of 
business  outside  of  the  yard  ;  and  if  so,  what  is  the  connexion,  and  what  is  his 
interest  in  the  concern,  and  what  his  profits  or  compensation  ? 

Answer.  I  know  Matthew  H.  Merriam,  the  master  machinist  at  the  Boston 
navy  yard.  He  is  the  person  before  referred  to.  He  is  not  related  to  me  either 
by  blood  or  by  marriage.  His  profits  I  do  not  know  precisely,  but  I  believe 
that  this  year  they  will  be  about  $5,000  from  this  private  business,  to  which,  as 
I  said  before,  he  gives  no  personal  attention,  and,  I  believe,  has  not  spent  six 
hours  in  relation  thereto  for  the  last  three  years. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  had  any  communication,  verbal  or  otherwise,  with 
Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  or  either  member  of  the  firm,  on  the  subject  of  supplies? 
If  yea,  state^  when,  where,  and  what  was  the  nature  of  such  communications, 
and  the  special  or  general  matters  discussed  ? 

Answer.  Many  times  since  I  have  been  navy  agent,  about  almost  everything 
connected  with  supplies  for  the  government,  the  state  of  the  market,  the  prices 
and  qualities  of  merchandise,  and  the  laws  in  relation  thereto,  and  the  system 
generally.  These  conversations  have  been  in  a  variety  of  places  ;  sometimes  at 
my  office,  sometimes  at  their  office  or  store. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  received,  or  had  a  promise  of  receiving,  any  profits, 
commissions,  compensation,  orjeward  from  any  party,  directly  or  indirectly,  from 
whom  you  have  ordered  or  obtained  supplies,  or  through  their  agencies  ? 

Answer.  I  have  never  received  any  profits,  commissions,  compensation,  or 
reward  from  any  party,  directly  or  indirectly,  from  whom  I  have  obtained  sup¬ 
plies,  or  through  their  agencies.  I  have  never  received  a  promise  of  such  profits, 
commissions,  or  reward,  except  that  occasionally  parties  with  whom  I  had  little 
or  no  acquaintance,  when  offerers  of  goods,  would  propose  to  allow  commissions 
for  the  sale,  which  I  have  invariably  refused. 

Question.  Have  you  refused  or  demurred  to  pay  bills  for  goods  over  and 
above  the  contract  quantity  to  some  party,  and  paid  bills  under  similar  circum¬ 
stances  to  another  or  other  parties  ? 

Answer.^  I  have  not.  I  have  seen  the  testimony  of  Matthias  Ellis  before 
this  committee,  wherein  he  states  that  several  casks  of  nails  were  required  at 
open  purchase  on  the  same  day  that  he  filled  out  his  contract  for  nails,  and  that 
he  was  not  applied  to  for  a  price,  but  they  were  given  to  Smith  Brothers  &  Co., 
at^  the  market  price  and  a  commission  over  the  market  price.  I  find,  by  exam¬ 
ining  the  papers  in  my  office,  that  a  requisition  was  drawn  upon  Matthias  Ellis 
for  a  number  of  casks  of  nails,  I  believe  twenty-one  casks.  That  requisition 
was  drawn  upon  Matthias  Ellis,  as  contractor,  and  was  transmitted  by  me  to 
him,  as  was  my  simple  duty  to  do.  I  never  heard  anything  more  from  it  until 
I  saw  this  testimony ;  but  I  find  that  on  September  19,  1863,  Matthias  Ellis 
sent  a  bill  to  my  office  for  twenty-one  casks  of  nails,  of  various  sizes,  at  five 
cents  per  pound.  These  were  the  last  nails,  I  believe,  required  of  him  on  con¬ 
tract,  or  furnished  by  him.  I  had  no  open-purchase  requisition  with  which  to 
E-ep.  No.  99 - ^12 
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check  or  compare  this  bill,  consequently  could  do  nothing  in  regard  to  it.  ISTo 
nails  were  required  on  that  day,  or  any  near  day  thereto,  at  open  purchase ;  but 
I  find  that  on  the  28th  day  of  September,  1863,  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.  furnished 
five  hundred  pounds  of  nails  at  four  and  three-fourths  cents  per  pound.  That 
is  all  that  I  know  in  relation  to  the  matter. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  referred  or  recommended  any  contractor  or  sup¬ 
plier  of  chattels  to  the  government,  to  any  commission  merchant,  broker,  or  other 
party  to  make  an  advance  on  the  bills  until  you  should  receive  funds  for  the 
purpose  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not. 

Question.  Are  you  concerned  in  the  house  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  as  silent 
partner,  or  in  any  other  manner.  Have  you  received,  or  have  you  the  promise  of, 
or  do  you  expect  to  receive  from  that  firm,  or  either  member  of  it,  any  compensa¬ 
tion,  or  any  proportion  of  the  profits  of  their  business  ] 

Answer.  I  am  not  connected  with  the  house  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.  in  any 
manner,  or  with  any  other  house  furnishing  supplies  to  the  government.  I  have 
not  received,  nor  have  I  the  promise  or  expectation  of  receiving  from  that  firm, 
or  any  other  firm,  any  compensation  or  proportion  of  the  profits  of  their  business. 


Testimony  of  Franklin  W.  Smith. 


May  5,  1864. 

Franklin  W.  Smith  recalled  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy : 

Question.  Have  you  during  the  last  three  years  obtained  many  orders  from 
the  navy  agent  for  goods  in  open  purchase  % 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Have  you  charged  the  lowest  market  cash  price  for  such  articles  as 
you  have  supplied  % 

Answer.  There  has  rarely  been  a  market  cash  price  for  sales  to  government 
upon  navy  requisitions  since  this  war  began,  except  in  cases  of  special  agree¬ 
ment.  When  United  States  six  per  cent,  stocks  were  taken  by  the  banks  from 
ninety  cents  to  the  dollar  and  upwards,  when  we,  upon  making  sales  to  the  navy 
agent,  could  not  calculate  payment  as  to  be  in  one  month  or  six  months,  or  per¬ 
haps  were  to  be  obliged  to  take  certificates  worth  ninety-six  to  ninety-eight, 
we  could  not  sell  merchandise  at  the  market  cash  price  on  change.  Government 
time  has  been  a  matter  of  calculation  in  the  case,  especially  at  the  outset,  when 
Boston  banks  would  not  receive  navy  vouchers  as  collateral.  Again,  to  market 
cash  price  was  to  be  added  the  expense  of  freight  and  carting.  The  Revere  Cop¬ 
per  Company,  and  other  houses  in  Boston,  have  made  a  large  allowance  for  these 
items  in  giving  quotations  to  government  for  copper,  &c.  Therefore  our  prices 
have  been  fair  market  prices,  with  fair  additions  for  these  items.  It  would  be 
a  risk  to  certify  that  prices  for  hundreds  or  thousands  of  articles  were  always  the 
lowest  market  price.  Indeed,  it  is  doubtful  whether  there  can  be  strictly  lowest 
market  prices  upon  assorted  merchandise. 

Question.  How  did  you  obtain  the  orders  for  open  purchase  ? 

Answer.  First,  by  soliciting  them  from  the  navy  agent ;  second,  by  claim¬ 
ing  them  fairly  as  contractors,  all  other  considerations  being  equal ;  third, 
by  bids  upon  public  advertisement,  through  which  we  have  obtained  a  large 
amount  of  business,  especially  of  sales  of  pig  iron ;  fourth,  by  close  com¬ 
petition  in  prices  ;  fifth,  by  vigilant  attention  to  the  wants  of  the  yard ;  sixth, 
by  making  the  business  of  naval  supplies  a  specialty  ;  seventh,  we  would  claim 
modestly  through  honesty,  industry,  and  energy. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  have  any  conversation  with  the  navy  agent,  verbaLor 
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in  writing,  in  regard  to  obtaining  from  him  orders  for  merchandise  in  open  mar¬ 
ket,  or  did  any  other  person  at  your  instance,  or  with  your  knowledge  and  con¬ 
sent,  do  so  ?  If  so,  state  the  circumstances — when,  where,  and  the  subject-mat¬ 
ter  and  result  of  such  communications. 

Answer.  Yes;  the  first  conversation  with  the  navy  agent  concerning  his  orders 
for  merchandise  occurred  in  the  hall  of  the  Parker  House,  where  I  introduced 
myself  to  him  the  first  time  I  ever  saw  him.  I  stated  to  him  that  I  was  desirous 
of  introducing  myself  to  him  with  sufficient  indorsements  and  recommendations 
to  obtain  some  of  the  business  of  the  navy  agency.  He  invited  me  to  join  a 
company  of  gentlemen  who  were  to  dine  that  day  at  the  Parker  House  as  usual. 
On  the  29th  of  April  following,  I  addressed  to  Mr.  Norton  a  letter,  a  certified 
copy  of  which  I  beg  leave  to  place  on  evidence.  It  is  from  page  one  of  the 
navy  letter  copy-book  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Company. 


Copy  of  letter  of  Franklin  W.  Smith,  April  29,  1861,  to  Hon.  E.  L.  Norton, 
navy  agent — (from  letter  hook  of  Smith  Brothers  Company,  page  1.) 

Boston,  April  29,  1861. 

Sir  :  I  was  not  a  little  embarrassed  Saturday  at  finding  myself  your  guest 
immediately  upon  introduction,  on  account  of  the  absence  of  Mr.  Hall  and  Dr. 
Stone.  Please  accept  my  sincere  thanks  for  your  courtesy. 

I  avail  myself  of  this  opportunity  to  place  with  you  a  few  indorsements  of  the 
aquaintance.  The  letter  from  Mr.  Burlingame  was  asked  a  few  days  since  in 
anticipation  of  his  departure  for  Europe.  It  has  seemed  to  me  useless  to  add 
others  from  our  congressional  delegation,  which  can  be  readily  obtained. 

Similar  vouchers  can  be  had  for  the  asking  from  Hon.  B.  C.  Clark,*  Messrs. 
E.  S.  Tobeyt  and  Charles  H.  Parker,^  who  are  my  friends,  both  socially  and 
politically,  or  from  other  merchants  not  of  our  party. 

In  1856,  when  with  Dr.  Stone  at  Saratoga,  I  received  the  first  intimation  of 
my  appointment  to  the  presidency  of  Ward  XI  Fremont  Club,  by  the  news-slip 
enclosed.§  During  that  campaign  I  worked  laboriously  for  our  cause,  a  service 
I  could  not  render  at  the  late  election  for  fear  of  pulmonary  injury. 

Without  dispute  our  firm  is  the  republican  hardware  firm  of  the  city.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  oui  trade  have  repeatedly  congratulated  us  upon  the  advantages  due  from 
our  political  position. 

As  you  would  rightfully  expect  information  as  to  our  business  standing,  before 
conference  with  us,  as  suggested,  I  will  confidentially  add  that  my  brother 
(senior)  and  myself  have  been  in  the  hardware  trade  in  Boston  during  twenty 
years  ;  that  now  we  are  conducting  a  larger  business  and  have  stronger  financial 
credit  than  ever  before ;  that  We  never  asked  a  day’s  accommodation  upon  our 
note,  and  never  paid  ten  dollars  extra  interest. 

The  enclosed  circular  will  inform  you  of  our  succession  to  the  old  fiiTU  of 
Homes,  Homer  &  Co.,  (established  sixty  ago,)  by  the  purchase  of  their  stock. 

This  amounted  to  above  §40,000,  and  was  bought  upon  our  own  credit  with¬ 
out  indorsement  or  security. || 

I  remain  yours,  most  respectfully. 


Hon.  E.  L.  Norton, 

Navy  Agent. 


FBANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 


Attest.  True  copy. 

EDWARD  J.  COFFIN. 


*Hon.  B.  C.  Clark,  an  eminent  merchant,  since  deceased, 
t  Then  president  of  the  Board  of  Trade. 
t  Partner  in  the  fimi  of  A.  &  A.  Lawrence  &  Co. 

$The  list  of  officers  was  enclosed  to  show  that  it  comprised  the  most  eminent  citizens  of  the 
ward. 

ii  Our  notes  from  one  to  thi-ee  years’  time. 
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Cojpy  of  extract  from  letter  to  Hon.  E.  L.  Norton,  April  30,  1861,  (letter 

book,  page  ^.) 

Dear  Sir:  I  write  because  I  do  not  like  to  trouble  you  frequently  at  your 
office. 

The  navy  proposals  are  published  to-day,  quite  to  my  surprise. 

Have  you  schedules  for  “Boston”  classes  1,  7,  8,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  16,  17, 
23,  25,  26  h  If  so,  please  favor  me  by  bearer  with  duplicate  sets,  or  as  soon  as 
received. 

Attest.  True  copy. 

EDWARD  J.  COFFIN. 

Afterwards  I  asked  of  him  an  interview  at  bis  office,  which  was  granted. 
I  then  solicited  of  him  some  of  his  orders  for  goods,  using  as  arguments,  that 
our  house  was  a  first-class  house  of  established  reputation  and  unimpaired 
credit  in  the  city ;  that  my  brother  and  myself  had  been  in  business  for  about 
twenty  years ;  that  I  could  refer  him  to  the  most  prominent  men  of  the  city  for 
my  character  as  to  capacity  and  integrity ;  that  I  had  a  letter  from  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Alexander  H.  Rice  to  this  effect ;  that  I  would  refer  him  to  the  mayors 
of  the  city  for  the  past  ten  years ;  to  such  merchants  as  Mr.  Charles  H.  Parker, 
of  A.  &  A.  Lawrence  &  Co.,  and  Mr.  James  M.  Beebe,  of  James  M.  Beebe  &  Co.; 
Mr.  E.  S.  Tobey,  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Trade;  the  Honorable  Jacob 
Sleeper,  of  the  governor’s  council ;  Mr.  J.  M.  S.  Williams,  of  the  firm  of  Glid- 
don  &  Williams ;  to  the  Granite  Bank ;  the  mercantile  ageneies ;  or  any  of  the 
hardware  firms  in  the  city.  I  argued  that,  upon  inquiry,  he  would  find  that  my 
position  had  been  one  of  respectability  and  influence ;  that  as  president  of  the 
Boston  Young  Men’s  Christian  Association,  I  had,  through  various  plans  devised, 
succeeded,  in  one  year,  in  placing  $16,000  or  $17,000  to  a  permanent  fund  of 
which  Mr.  James  M.  Beebe,  Honorable  Jacob  Sleeper,  Honorable  B.  C.  Clark, 
and  my  father,  were  trustees;  and  by  such  argainents,  during  about  an  hour  or 
more,  I  endeavored  to  influence  his  mind  to  consider  our  house  favorably  for 
government  business.  His  answer  to  me  was,  that  I  must  obtain  some  contracts, 
as  contractors  had  the  first  claim,  all  other  things  being  equal.  I  requested 
other  persons  also  to  ask  of  Mr.  Norton  the  same  favors.  I  recall  Charles  B. 
Hall,  esq.,  cashier  of  the  National  Bank,  and  Dr.  J.  W.  Stone.  Within  a  few 
days  I  wrote  Mr.  Norton  a  note,  a  copy  of  which  is  in  the  letter-book  of  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.,  in  Boston,  asking  copies  of  the  schedules,  that  we  might  bid 
for  contracts,  as  follows.*  I  am  not  able  to  answer  as  to  the  interviews  of  Mr. 
Hall,  Doctor  Stone,  or  others. 

Question.  Are  you,  or  is  any  member  of  your  present  or  late  firm  of  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.,  connected  with  the  navy  agent  by  consanguinity  or  marriage? 
If  so,  state  what  the  relation  is. 

Answer.  No;  not  the  remotest  relation  to  one  of  the  firm  or  to  any  one  em¬ 
ployed  by  us  in  Boston  or  New  York. 

Question.  Have  your  bills  for  chattels  delivered  at  the  Boston  yard  by  order 
of  the  navy  agent  ever  been  objected  to  on  account  of  price  ?  If  so,  have  they 
ever  been  reduced  in  price  ?  If  so,  by  whom  reduced,  and  how  much  reduced  ? 

Answer.  Occasionally;  but  very  rarely,  indeed.  I  should  say  not  more  than 
twenty-five  or  fifty  items  out  of  very  many.  Once  in  a  while  there  has  been 
started  a  sudden  demonstration  in  the  matter;  but  in  three-fourths  of  the  cases, 
at  least,  our  invoices  were  so  fully  vindicated  by  the  explanations  that  objec¬ 
tions  were  withdrawn.  In  the  Ordnance  Department,  wherein  for  above  two 


^  See  2d  copy  of  Smitli  Brothers  &  Co.,  before. 
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years  -vre  did  a  large  amount  of  business  with  Ca]^tain  Green  and  bis  successor, 
Commodore  Missroon,  apparently  to  tbeir  entire  satisfaction,  it  was  very  rarely 
that  our  prices  were  objected  to.  Indeed,  I  cannot  recollect  discounts  made  by 
us  to  the  amount  of  $100  in  the  aggregate,  down  to  October,  1863,  when  a 
question  arose  upon  the  price  of  boiler  plate.  IVe  argued  that  the  position  of 
the  bureau  was  untenable,  which  was  finally  demonstrated.  IVe  printed  the 
correspondence,  and  I  beg  leave  to  submit  to  the  committee  copies  herewith. 

Correspondence  with  the  Chief  of  t^e  Bureau  of  Ordnance. 

Boston,  October  2,  1863. 

Sir:  IVe  have  before  us  copy  of  extract  from  your  reply  of  September  21, 
to  the  letter  of  the  navy  agent  of  September  19 — returning,  not  approved,  our 
bill  for  $81  83,  amount  of  our  claim  as  an  additional  price  upon  our  bill  of  Sep¬ 
tember  10,  1863. 

In  our  letter'to  the  navy  agent,  of  September  17,  we  remarked  as  follows: 

“We  made  our  price  at  five  and  three-fourths  cents  for  0  No.  1  iron,  upon  a 
representation  that  the  inspector  could  buy  it  at  five  and  a  half  cents.  We  dis¬ 
credited  the  quotation  at  the  time,  and  have  since  ascertained  that  it  is  wholly  in¬ 
applicable  to  the  item  in  question,  and  was  obtained  from  Mr.  Henry  Ayling, 
who  advertises  balance  of  a  stock  at  less  than  market  prices.” 

(Mr.  Ayling  could  not  furnish  any  plates  such  as  wanted.) 

“  The  iron  we  furnished  cost  us  more  than  five  and  three-fourths  cents.  It 
cannot  be  bought  to-day  of  the  manufacturers  for  less  than  six  and  one-fourth 
cents.” 

(Evidence  of  this  was  placed  with  the  bureau  by  letter  of  Messrs.  Pennock.) 

“  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  deduction  was  made  upon  representation  as  to 
market  price,  since  proved  to  have  no  reference  to  the  case  in  question,  we  claim 
as  our  due  one-half  cent  per  pound  on  16,366  pounds  iron,  $81  83.” 

To  this  just  claim  the  bureau  replies  as  follows  : 

“The  bureau  is  at  a  loss  to  see,  under  the  circumstances,  and  in  consideration 
of  the  price  named  in  the  letter  referred  to,  why  the  Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  & 
Co.  charged  the  first  exorbitant  price  of  eight  and  one-fourth  cents.” 

To  this  we  reply: 

First.  The  remark  has  no  reference  to  the  adjustment  of  the  claim  above  men¬ 
tioned  ;  for  if  the  charge  of  eight  and  one-quarter  cents  had  been  wrongfully 
made,  and  had  been  corrected,  it  is  not  the  prerogative  of  the  bureau  to  consider 
said  wrongful  act  as  holding  any  relation  to  another  distinct  claim  submitted  to 
its  judgment. 

Second.  We  have  pleasure  to  remark  that  a  full  explanation  is  on  record 
with  the  bureau,  that  said  overcharge  was  a  mistake,  and  that  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  bureau,  in  the  original  transaction,  admitted  his  belief  that  no  wrong 
was  intended.  * 

The  bureau  further  replies:  “  That  as  by  the  Kew  Yorh  Trice  Current  of  to- 


*  The  explanation  of  this 'mistake  from  S.  B.  &  Co.,  as  placed  with  the  bm'eau  by  the 
navy  agent,  was  substantially  as  follows : 

“From  the  time  the  plate  iron  for  ordnance  was  ordered  we  were  constantly  receiving 
flange  iron  from  the  same  parties  for  other  departments. 

“Nineteen-twentieths  of  the  large  quantity  of  plate  iron  we  have  delveired  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  have  been  flange  iron. 

“  In  the  absence  of  the  writer,  who  conducts  entirely  the  iron  business  of  oui*  firm,  the  iron 
for  ordnance  was  invoiced  at  8:^  cents,  upon  the  supposition  that  it  was  of  the  same  quality 
as  other  in  the  shipment,  and  as  the  large  quantities  previously  delivered. 

^  Subse  uently,  among  vouchers  at  the  Ordnance  ofiice,  a  set  was  observed  by  the  writer 
which  included  the  iron  above  mentioned.  He  was  not  until  then  aware  that  it  had  been  in¬ 
voiced  Instantly  it  was  stated  that  the  iron  was  priced  as  best  flange,  the  above  explanation 
being  made;  and  notice  of  the  mistake  being  also  given  at  once  to  the  navy  agent.” 
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day,  the  hest  English  Jfangehoilcr  iron  is  quoted  at  cents, the  hill  for  the  dif¬ 
ference  in  'p'l  ice  cannot  he  approved,  hut  still  should  be  reduced  one-half  a  cent 
a  pounds 

To  this  we  reply : 

First.  That  slight  inquiry  by  the  bureau  in  the  markets  will  show  that 
the  mercantile  community  by  no  means  accepts  a  printed  price  current  as  an  ar¬ 
biter  of  the  values  of  their  merchandise.  It  is  never  accepted  as  an  appeal,  but 
as  a  reference — as  an  approximation.  We  assert  confidentially  that  not  a  copy 
of  an  extended  price  current  can  be  found  in  which  articles  are  not  misquoted 
through  misprint,  error  in  description,  or  failure  to  correct  by  changes  in  the  mar¬ 
ket;  andin  which,  also,  articles  are  quoted  not  to  be  obtained  at  all  in  quantities 
required. 

In  the  New  York  Price  Current  of  September  26,  before  us,  refined  English 
bar  iron  is  quoted  at  $80  per  ton.  We  have  paid  $87  50  to  $90  for  the  same 
for  months  past.  The  uncertainty  of  prices  current  as  conclusive  authority 
for  the  decision  of  market  values  is  specially  apparent  from  the  well-known  fact 
that  quotations  therein,  being  furnished  by  dealers  in  the  respective  articles,  are 
frequently  influenced  by  the  interests  of  said  dealers,  as  speculators,  buyers  or 
sellers. 

Second.  The  iron  wanted  for  ordnance  could  not  be  found  in  this  country  of 
English  flange  iron.  We  sent  this  forenoon  to  the  leading  iron  house  in  this 
city  for  a  price  to  this  article.  The  reply  was,  “  not  enough  in  the  market  for 
a  quotation.” 

Third.  The  iron  we  furnished,  not  English  flange,  but  Pennock  American 
0  No.  1,  of  superior  quality  of  that  grade,  as  can  be  proved,  was  cut  to  dimen¬ 
sion,  and  delivered  from  Pennsylvania  into  the  Charlestown  yard. 

We  never  heard  of  Messrs.  Pennock  until  requested  to  order  their  iron,  as  it 
had  been  found  best  among  four  or  five  brands. 

It  is  surprising  to  us  that  the  bureau,  ignoring  the  statement  of  a  respeetbale 
iron  manufacturing  firm,  as  to  the  market  price  of  its  own  productions,  of  which 
it  is  the  only  judge,  should  substitute  instead  an  irresponsible  printed  quotation 
for  another  article. 

We  cannot  but  believe  that  the  bureau  will,  upon  consideration,  admit  that 
it  has  refused  a  just  claim  upon  irrelevant  and  insufficient  grounds. 

We  trust  it  will  not  be  found  less  eager  than  ourselves  to  adjust  a  mistake 
occurring  without  fault  to  any  party. 

We  remain,  your  most  obedient  servants, 

SMITH  BROS.  &  CO. 

The  Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


Boston,  October  27,  1863. 

Sir  :  We  addressed  the  bureau  under  date  of  the  second  of  October,  in  reply 
to  its  decision:  “That,  as  by  the  New  York  Price  Current,  the  best  English 
flange  iron  is  quoted  at  five  and  one-quarter  cents,  the  bill  for  the  difierence  in 
price  (presented  by  us)  cannot  be  approved,  but  should  still  be  reduced  one-half 
a  cent  per  pound.” 

To  this  communication  we  have  had  no  reply,  and  would  respectfully  inquire 
whether  it  was  received.  We  presume  it  escaped  the  attention  of  the  bureau, 
through  pressure  of  business. 

We  would  by  no  means  have  it  inferred  that  we  extend  this  correspondence 
merely  for  the  sake  of  the  amount  in  question. 

But  the  bureau  may  not  have  considered  that,  by  the  decision  above  quoted. 
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an  imputation  is  made  of  wrong  on  our  part;  the  more  discreditable,  and  even 
audacious,  if,  in  face  of  an  overcharge,  a  claim  is  filed  for  further  allowance. 

We  believe  we  have  conclusively  shown,  in  our  letter  above  mentioned,  that 
not  only  was  this  charge  against  us  unwarranted,  but  that  our  claim  for  addi¬ 
tional  price  was  just. 

We  therefore  solicit  the  early  attention  of  the  bureau  to  our  reply. 

Doubtless  it  will  respect  our  watchfulness  of  a  record  against  our  honor  as 
merchants.  We  venture  to  believe  that  our  character  is  our  best  estate  ;  and 
with  this  estimate  upon  it,  would  hold  it  as  free  from  reproach  in  small  as  in 
large  transactions. 

We  remain  your  most  obedient  servants, 

SMITH  BROTHERS  &  CO. 

Captain  H.  A.  Wise, 

Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance. 


Bureau  of  Ordnance,  Navy  Department, 

Washington  City,  October  29,  1863. 

Sirs:  Your  letter  of  the  27th  instant  has  just  been  received,  as  was  also  your 
letter  of  October  2. 

As  the  bureau  has  had  no  communication  with  you  on  the  subject  you  refer 
to,  (the  letter  you  answered  having  been  written  to  the  navy  agent  at  Boston,) 
it  accounts  for  its  not  replying  to  your  letter  of  the  2d  instant,  as  it  supposed 
the  whole  matter  would  have  been  settled  by  him.  As  the  case  stands,  it 
appears  to  be  a  very  plain  one,  viz : 

An  inferior  article  of  iron  was  furnished,  and  charged  at  eight  and  a  quarter 
cents  per  pound,  to  which  price  the  inspector  of  ordnance  objected,  and  it  was 
reduced  by  you  to  five  and  three-quarters  cents  per  pound.  Another  bill  was 
then  presented  (for  which  the  bureau  refuses  to  pay)  for  the  difference  between 
5|  and  6J  cents  per  pound,  the  latter  price  being  obtained  by  you  from  Messrs. 
C.  E.  Pennock  &  Co.,  iron  manufacturers,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not 
willing  to  furnish  that  quality  of  iron  at  a  lower  rate. 

With  reference  to  the  price  as  named  by  this  party,  the  bureau  has  nothing 
whatever  to  do,  and  takes  the  price  as  quoted  in  the  Price  Current  of  the  date 
the  iron  was  furnished  as  a  guide,  in  which  the  best  English  flange  boiler  iron 
was  quoted  at  five  and  a  quarter  cents  per  pound. 

With  regard  to  any  imputation  being  cast  on  your  character  as  merchants, 
the  bureau  desires  to  inform  you  that  it  knows  no  parties  in  the  matter  what¬ 
ever,  except  the  inspector  of  ordnance  and  the  navy  agent  at  Boston. 

I  am,  sirs,  your  obedient  servant, 

H.  A.  WISE, 

Chief  of  Bureau  ad  intcriin. 

Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co., 

Iron  Meixhants,  Boston,  Massachusetts. 


Boston,  November  5,  1863. 

Sir  :  We  have  your  letter  of  the  29th  ultimo.  Inasmuch  as  our  letter  of  Octo¬ 
ber  2  set  forth,  as  we  believed,  cogent  reasons  for  a  reconsideration  of  a  decision 
of  the  bureau  affecting  our  good  name  as  merchants,  we  expected  a  reply, 
without  special  request  therefor,  by  ours  of  the  27th  ultimo. 

In  restating  the  case  in  question,  you  say  “  that  an  inferior  article  of  iron  was 
furnished  at  eight  and  one  quarter  cents  per  pound,  to  which  price  the  inspector 
objected,  and  it  was  reduced  to  five  and  three-quarters  cents.” 
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We  have  previously  complained  of  this  style  of  allusion  to  the  error  by  which 
the  price  was  first  made  eight  and  a  quarter  cents,  not  only  as  unfair,  but  as 
irrelevant  to  the  question  now  in  abeyance.  It  is  manifestly  unjust  to  us  thus 
to  record  a  partial  statement,  apparently  prejudicial  to  us  because  partial,  when 
the  bureau  has  evidence  that  the  overcharge  was  by  a  natural  mistake,  of  which 
we  were  the  hi’st  to  give  notice.  In  our  judgment,  this  would  not  occur  without 
special  aiiimub^_  JUke-writer  is  not  at  a  loss  to  account  for  it,  having  been  re¬ 
quested  (not  for  our  vindication)  to  make  a  detailed  statement  of  the  circum¬ 
stances  attending  the  mistake  above  mentioned,  with  rvfcrence  to  a  controversy 
between  officers  of  the  deyartmcMt. 

You  state  that  our  claim  for  additional  allowance  of  one-half  cent  per  pound 
“was  made  on  the  ground' that  Messrs.  Pennock  were  not  willing  to  furnish  the 
iron  at  less  than  six  and  a  quarter  cents.”  The  correct  statement  of  the  ground 
of  our  claim  has  been  clearly  given,  viz :  that  we  were  misled  into  the  insufficient 
price  of  five  and  three  quarters  cents  by  the  erroneous  information  of  the  in¬ 
spector  that  the  iron  could  be  bought  for  five  and  a  half  cents.  We  gave  the 
letter  of  Messrs.  Pennock  merely  as  a  proof  of  the  fair  market  value,  and  to 
,  show  that  the  bureau  claimed  we  should  receive  much  less  than  the  manufac¬ 
turer’s  prices. 

We  are  exceedingly  surprised  that  the  bureau  reasserts  its  decision  that  the 
price  for  American  iron,  made  to  dimension,  delivered  in  the  Charlestown  yard, 
is  to  be  established  by  a  subsequent  quotation  of  an  irresponsible  Price  Current, 
for  English  iron,  assorted  sizes,  at  New  York,  in  store,  or  ex-ship. 

If  the  principle  is  correct  for  one  purchase,  it  is  for  all  others.  We  wish  the 
bureau  would  test  its  practical  value  by  the  attempt  to  buy  merchandise  upon 
the  condition  that  the  price  to  be  approved  must  agree  with  that  of  a  printed 
price  current  of  a  subsequent  date.  Experience  would  soon  bring  the  bureau  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  had  not  a  safe  criterion.  We  assert  the  decision  to  be 
extraordinary.  It  has  excited  only  astonishment  in  the  minds  of  merchants  to 
whom  it  has  been  communicated. 

We  shall  make  no  further  application  for  the  amount  of  $83  13,  which  is 
justly  our  due.  It  has  not  been  for  the  money  we  have  given  ourselves  the 
trouble.  We  have  been  unwilling  to  rest  our  demand  without  placing  on  record 
our  view  of  the  unprecedented  decision  of  the  bureau,  that  from  a  Price  Current 
it  finds  evidence  that  our  price  should  be  reduced  one-half  a  cent  per  pound, 
when  we  have  proof  that  not  a  pound  of  such  iron  as  we  furnished  could  be 
bought  in  the  country  by  bureau,  navy  agent,  or  merchant,  less  than  six  and  a 
half  cents,  and  that  the  price  upon  our  bill  (five  and  three-quarter  cents)  netted 
us  an  actual  loss. 

We  regard  the  following  as  the  most  significant  remark  of  the  bureau: 

“With  regard  to  any  imputation  being  cast  upon  your  character  as  merchants, 
the  bureau  desires  to  inform  you  that  it  knows  no  parties  whatever  in  the  matter 
except  the  inspector  of  ordnance  and  the  navy  agent  at  Boston.’’ 

When  the  bureau  asserted  in  its  reply  to  the  navy  agent,  substantially,  that 
we  had  claimed  an  additional  allowance  in  face  of  an  overcharge,  it  did  us  in¬ 
justice  at  which  we  were  aggrieved.  Self-respect  demanded  vindication  at  our 
hands.  We  addressed  ourselves  respectfully  to  the  bureau,  but  had  no  reply 
“because  the  bureau  had  had  no  communication  with  us”  on  the  subject.  Our 
second  letter  obtained  recognition  by  reply,  which  informed  us  that  the  bureau 
“  knew  no  parties  whatever  in  the  matter”  except  the  officers  with  whom,  we 
say,  it  had  placed  its  injustice  on  record. 

We  claim  the  right  to  be  known,  heard,  and  considered  in  the  case,  and  in 
defence  of  a  principle  most  important  to  the  mercantile  community.  When  a 
bureau  deems  it  its  duty  to  communicate  to  officers  of  the  department  a  state¬ 
ment  so  disparaging  to  parties  concerned  as  the  above,  are  the  parties  to  be 
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barred  by  official  seclusion  from  a  direct  bearing  at  tbe  source  where  the  charge 
had  its  origin  1 

If  the  nature  of  official  correspondence  is  such  as  to  place  it  beyond  the 
scrutiny  of  merchants,  when  their  transactions  are  called  in  question,  and  their 
good  names  impugned,  and  they  are  denied  full, /ormal  hearing  and  reply,  then 
the  prerogatives  of  office  are  to  be  perverted  to  gross  injustice. 

Then  it  will  only  remain  for  merchants,  who  value  their  good  name  and  honor 
above  gold,  to  avoid  all  dealings  with  government  and  government  officers,  and 
leave  the  business  of  the  nation  to  those  who  have  nothing  of  honor,  reputation, 
and  self-respect  to  defend.  Even  now  many  mercantile  houses  seek  no  direct 
dealings  with  government,  because  unwilling  to  commit  their  interests  to  the 
decision  of  men  whose  vocations  have  necessarily  left  them  untrained  in  the 
usages  of  the  mercantile  world — usages  which  often  constitute  its  law  as  well 
before  courts  as  in  private.  This  reluctance  will  soon  become  universal,  when 
such  a  position  as  that  assumed  by  the  bureau  shall  be  adopted  by  the  depart¬ 
ment  for  its  government  in  transactions  with  merchants. 

They  will  not  add  this  embarrassment  to  their  ordinary  fear  that  questions 
and  difficulties  will  arise  between  officers  inexperienced  in  mercantile  affairs 
that  are  wholly  unknown  among  merchants.  In  the  dread  of  such  experience 
may  be  seen  the  explanation  why  we  have  so  frequently  been  able  to  offer  to 
government  large  quantities  of  iron  and  other  materials  at  lowest  rates,  and  why 
so  frequently  there  are  but  few  bids.  Houses  in  Boston  and  New  York  have 
repeatedly  preferred  to  place  their  merchandise  with  us,  allowing  a  commission, 
than  to  take  themselves  the  risk  of  their  claims  through  the  tedious  and  uncer¬ 
tain  routine  of  government  offices,  to  which  may  be  added  exposure  to  personal 
discourtesy  and  neglect. 

Our  own  experience  has  thrice  been  illustrative,  in  different  bureaus,  of  this 
latter  contingency. 

Some  eight  months  after  our  first  transactions  with  the  Navy  Department,  a 
chief  of  a  bureau  charged  us,  in  official  correspondence,  with  “defrauding,” 
“palpable  neglect  of  duty,”  “abuse  of  confidence  of  the  government,”  and, 
therefore,  of  being  “unworthy  of  the  privilege  of  competing  either  for  contracts 
or  open  purchases.” 

All  this  at  the  first  discovery  of  discrepancies  in  certain  vouchers,  the  fault 
for  which,  to  use  his  own  language  in  subsequent  apology,  was  with  “the  copyist 
in  the  navy  store,  who  carelessly  overlooked”  the  schedule,  and  called  “things 
by  their  wrong  names.” 

Fortunately  we  obtained  a  copy  of  the  official  denunciation,  and  addressed 
the  bureau,  requesting  “that  correction  should  be  made  with  those  parties,  either 
few  or  many,  to  whom  our  character  had  been  wrongfully  traduced.”  We  are 
most  happy  to  record  that  our  request  was  fully  complied  with,  and,  in  the  lengthy 
and  pleasant  correspondence  which  ensued,  the  hasty  language  was  so  courte¬ 
ously  revoked  as  to  re-establish  and  confirm  our  respect  for  the  writer. 

But  the  appropriateness  of  this  illustration  to  this  correspondence  is  this: 
JVe  icere  not  told  by  this  experienced  chief  “  that  the  bureau  desires  to  inform 
you  that  it  knew  no  parties  whatever  in  the  matter'^  except  the  government  offi¬ 
cer  whom  he  addressed. 

In  the  course  of  our  reply  we  remarked  that,  ‘‘while  the  interests  of  the 
government  should  be  carefully  defended,  the  character  of  merchants  should 
not  be  rashly  assailed.” 

The  amount  of  our  claim  debated  by  this  with  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  is 
inconsiderable.  But  about  a  year  ago  our  claims  for  between  $30,000  and 
$40,000  were  suspended  for  months  by  a  peremptory  order  from  another  bureau. 
The  difficulty  in  the  case  arose  solely  from  a  misunderstanding  among  officers 
as  to  instructions.  We  believe  these  claims  would  not  have  been  paid  to  this 
day  had  not  the  honorable  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (to  whose  ready  and 
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patient  courtesy,  clear  and  impartial  judgment,  we  shall  always  testify)  over¬ 
ruled  the  decision  of  the  chief. 

On  the  records  of  the  Navy  Department  of  the  extensive  business  we  have 
transacted  therewith  during  the  last  three  years,  during  which  we  have  made 
sales  of  a  great  variety  of  artiQles,  fulfilling  faithfully  many  contracts,  the  only 
insinuation  remaining  disparaging  to  our  transactions  is  that  contained  in  your 
letter  to  the  navy  agent,  which  has  occasioned  this  prolonged  correspondence. 

Believing  it  altogether  unwarranted,  and  therefore  unjust,  we  have  considered 
it  worth  thus  much  of  our  attention. 

We  remain  your  obedient  servants, 

SMITH  BROTHEBS  &  CO. 

Commander  H.  A.  Wise, 

Chief  of  the  Btireau  of  Ordnance,  Washington,  D.  G. 

In  January,  1864,  Mr.  Smith  proposed  to  Captain  Wise  a  reference  of  the 
matter  in  debate  to  “  almost  any  respectable  mercantile  house,  or  to  the 
ordnance  inspector.  Commodore  Missroon.”  The  inspector  was  made  umpire, 
and  awarded  an  additional  price  to  S.  B.  &  Co.,  5.85  instead  of  5.75. 

This  established  that  the  quotation  from  the  Price  Current  (5;^)  was  not 
correct;  and  also  that  (5j)  the  price  first  claimed  by  the  inspector  was  not  the 
market  rate. 

The  price  5.85  was  given  as  a  manufacturer' s  price,  expenses  added,  and  as 
the  price  of  an  article  which  the  inspector  would  have  bought,  not  of  the  article 
furnished  by  S.  B,  &  Co.  * 

The  principle  defended  by  them  was  thus  maintained. 

Of  late,  however,  it  has  seemed  quite  impossible  for  us  to  sell  articles  to  that 
bureau  satisfactorily,  and  we  had,  I  believe,  more  correspondence  in  the  month 
of  March  with  the  inspector  as  to  prices  than  during  any  year  preceding.  The 
reductions  on  our  prices  in  open-purchase  invoices  to  other  departments  have 
been  so  trifling  that  they  are  with  difficulty  recalled.  There  have  been  in¬ 
stances  of  voluntary  modification  by  ourselves  from  the  memorandum  sent  in 
the  first  instance  with  the  goods.  I  do  not  recollect  an  instance  of  a  reduction 
to  the  amount  of  fifty  dollars  upon  any  bill  that  has  been  approved  by  the 
navy  agent.  When  Mr.  Kimball  was  inspector — about  July,  1862 — ti  list  of 
tw^enty  or  more  articles  was  presented  to  Commandant  Montgomery  as  unrea¬ 
sonable  in  price,  and  after  thorough  investigation  and  explanation  the  whole  list 
was  adjusted  after  deductions,  amounting,  I  am  positive-,  to  not  more  than  fifty 
dollars  on  several  hundreds  or  some  thousands.  In  nearly  all  instances  the 
inspector  was  proved  to  be  entirely  wrong.  I  recall  one  instance  of  gum 
shellac,  which,  if  I  remember  rightly,  was  quoted  as  to  be  bought  for  seventy- 
five  cents.  We  paid  $1  25  and  charged  $1  30  for  a  small  quantity,  twenty 
pounds  of  refined,  and  offered  the  inspector,  in  the  presence  of  the  naval  store¬ 
keeper,  $3,000  for  3,000  pounds  of  the  same  quality.  The  bill  for  gum-shellac 
was  approved.  I  would  add  that  orders  for  such  trifling  articles  outside  of  our 
line  were  of  no  account  to  us  compared  with  the  trouble  occasioned,  but  were 
filled  in  order  that  a  whole  requisition  might  be  billed  in  one  invoice.  I  should 
state  here  that  there  were  instances  of  reductions  upon  a  series  of  bills  under 
contract,  which  occurred  in  consequence  of  misunderstanding  with  the  Bureau 
of  Construction  on  the  part  of  the  authorities  of  the  yard  as  to  the  limit  of 
quantity  in  contracts.  But  on  the  large  amount  that  went  into  open  purchase, 
on  the  final  adjustment  there  were  no  objections  made  to  our  prices  by  the  in¬ 
spector. 

Question.  Did  you  not  remonstrate  against  delivering  goods  on  your  contin¬ 
gent  or  open  contract  at  nominal  prices  ? 

Answer.  We  have  never  remonstrated  against  just  claims  under  our  con- 
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tracts,  no  matter  to  wliat  extent ;  but  when  requisitions  were  made  upon  us  for 
articles  not  wanted  for  use,  or  not  to  be  claimed  under  the  contract  upon  which 
they  were  required,  but  simply  because  they  were  cheap  and  in  retaliation  for 
our  deliveries  of  articles  that  had  been  wanted  that  were  dear,  we  remonstrated, 
and  with  success.  The  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  issued  an  or¬ 
der  that  cheap  articles  be  required  of  contractors.  In  a  letter  to  Admiral  (then 
Commodore)  Smith,  of  February  24,  1862,  in  speaking  of  this  subject,  after  giv¬ 
ing  the  particulars  from  our  sales  of  losses  on  nominal  prices,  we  said  :  “There 
are  two  sides  even  to  government  contracts.  But  for  what  purpose,  you  say, 
is  this  exhibit  made  ?  It  is  this  :  to  demonstrate  that  orders  should  not  be 
given,  as  we  learn  they  have  been,  and  of  late  repeated,  to  draw  upon  us  for 
goods  at  ‘  nominal  prices.’  From  the  figures  of  our  contracts,  and  the  manner 
in  which  they  have  been  fulfilled,  protection  to  the  interests  of  the  government 
does  not  demand  any  retaliatory  measures  upon  us.  We  have,  we  think,  con¬ 
vincingly  argued  to  Commandant  Hudson  that  while  we  are  bound,  without 
favor,  to  supply  the  legitimate  wants  of  the  yard,  as  they  may  originate,  we  are 
not  bound  to  till  requisitions  wrested  from  their  original  shape  that  merchan¬ 
dise  may  be  had  of  us  at  a  tithe  of  its  cost ;  nor  are  we  bound  to  supply  goods 
not  wanted  in  the  yard  for  use  during  the  year,  because  they  can  be  drawn 
from  us  for  a  mere  nothing.  It  is  not  just  that  when  a  master  painter  calls  for 
‘  pure,  dry  white  lead,’  (that  he  may  grind  it  and  know  it  is  pure,)  it  should  be 
altered  to  ground  lead  at  one-half  cent,  while  the  former  is  at  the  fair  price  of 
nine  cents ;  that  our  double-thick  eight-by-ten  glass  should  be  demanded,  and 
then  cut  to  waste,  at  expense,  to  supply  cheap  seven-by-nine  for  a.  temporary 
shed;  that  jackscrews  worth  $25  should  be  ordered  under  our  contracts  at  $4, 
and  then  transferred  to  a  bureau  for  which  we  did  not  contract  to  supply  such 
jackscrews.  Such  demands  may  be  sharp  practice  in  behalf  of  the  national 
treasury,  but  they  are  unjust ;  aye,  more,  to  faithful  contractors.”  In  the  latter 
case,  of  jackscrews,  our  argument  was  admitted  and  the  order  was  cancelled. 
In  a  letter  to  Mr.  Lenthall,  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction,  under  date  of 
January  7,  1863,  we  said  :  “  Neither  the  spirit  nor  letter  of  the  contracts  de¬ 
mands  of  us  to  supply  material  not  to  be  wanted  until  the  year  1863-’44,  or  to 
furnish  merchandise  when  demanded,  because  of  its  cheapness,  in  retaliation  for 
other  legitimate  sales.  The  possible  wants  beyond  the  face  of  the  contracts 
are  a  matter  in  which  the  government  and  contractor  take  their  chance  of  ad¬ 
vantage  or  loss  as  the  necessity  for  use  may  arise.” 

Question.  Did  you  not  deliver  goods  largely  in  excess  of  the  stipulated  quan¬ 
tity  under  such  contracts  at  the  higher  prices  ? 

Answer.  The  contracts  for  the  Bureau  of  Construction  stipulated  an  unlim¬ 
ited  quantity  for  everything  in  the  early  part  of  our  business  with  the  depart¬ 
ment.  Those  for  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  while  expressing  a  limit  in 
quantities,  were  treated  according  to  the  precedent  of  former  years,  as  though 
unlimited.  On  our  contracts  that  admitted  it,  goods  were  required  in  excess  at 
the  higher  prices  and  we  delivered  them.  With  reference  to  the  higher  prices 
alluded  to,  as  in  contrast  with  the  low  or  minimum  prices  under  the  old  con¬ 
tract  system,  we  wish  to  state  that  our  information  as  to  the  method  for  obtain¬ 
ing  contracts  under  said  system  and  the  nature  of  said  contracts  was  drawn 
from  the  reports  of  the  Navy  Department  from  the  years  1855— ’56  to  1860— ’61, 
wherein  we  found  the  most  anomalous  prices  for  iperchandise,  evidently  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  estimate  of  articles  to  be  wanted.  For  instance,  in  the  report  of 
1855-56,  round  iron  four  cents  a  pound,  thimhle  iron  one  cent  per  pound ;  co¬ 
pal  varnish  $3  per  gallon,  coach  varnish  two  cents  per  gallon  ;  and  in  1860-’61, 
small  augers  $8  per  dozen,  large  augers  $4  per  dozen  ;  flat,  smooth  files,  very 
costly,  at  $2  per  dozen,  flat  bastard  files,  a  common  article,  at  $S  per  dozen ; 
padlocks,  iron,  fifty  cents  apiece,  padlocks,  brass,  costly,  five  cents  each ; 
spades  fifteen  cents  each,  shovels  ^1  25  each ;  and  under  the  Bureau  of  Con- 
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struction,  small  iron  three  and  a  half  cents  per  pound,  large  iron  one  cent  per 
pound.  I  found  also  in  the  report  of  the  House  Select  Committee  on  Naval 
Affairs,  of  1859,  the  case  of  a  contract  for  railroad  iron  at  eighty  cents  per  ton, 
worth  $70  It  was  with  such  precedents  before  us,  and  under  such  a  system 
established,  that  we  were  compelled  to  enter  the  competition,  to  compete  ac¬ 
cording  to  it,  or  else  not  to  compete  at  all.  As  has  been  previously  stated, 
within  six  months  after  the  signature  of  our  first  contract,  our  letters  were  on 
file  in  the  department  entering  protests  against  such  a  system  of  business,  and 
expressing  our  desire  for  its  reform ;  and  further  arguing  that  for  any  anoma¬ 
lous  results  of  profit  or  loss  accruing  from  such  a  system,  the  system  was  re¬ 
sponsible,  and  not  the  merchant  who  was  compelled  to  use  it. 

Question.  You  object  to  such  contracts  because  you  are  not  informed  of  the 
specific  quantity,  as  not  conformable  to  mercantile  usage.  Have  you  not  made 
open  contracts  for  the  supply  of  articles  you  might  be  called  upon  to  supply  for 
the  navy,  in  which  you  can  call  for  more  or  less,  or  none  at  all  ?  If  so,  who  are 
the  contractors,  what  the  articles,  and  the  conditions  of  the  contract  ? 

Answer.  We  have  made  but  very  few  contracts  for  the  supply  of  the  indefi¬ 
nite  quantity  of  merchandise-  we  might  require  for  our  contracts.  We  can  name 
brushes  with  F.  McLaughlin,  hose  with  Shelton  and  Oheev^r,  and,  as  we  argued, 
one  for  iron  with  the  Kinsley  Iron  Company ;  but  the  latter  was  compromised 
from  a  misunderstanding  as  to  the  quantity,  being  beyond  the  schedule.  There 
can,  however,  be  no  just  comparison  between  such  contracts  as  these  named 
and  those  of  the  bureaus  for  unlimited  quantities,  for,  like  white  chalk  and  white 
sugar,  they  were  alike  in  only  one  point  of  resemblance.  Our  contracts  with 
the  Bureau  of  Construction  for  iron  or  brushes  specified  the  most  anomalous 
prices  for  articles,  irrespective  of  their  value — the  inevitable  result  of  a  system 
of  bidding  which  awarded  contracts  for  unlimited  quantities  to  the  lowest  bids 
in  the  aggregate  upon  a  fractional  schedule  ;  but  when  we  contracted  with 
manufacturers  we  were  obliged  to  pay  a  just  price  for  each  and  every  article 
according  to  its  valve.  We  objected,  therefore,  to  the  n#ivy  contracts  as  not 
conformable  to  mercantile  usage,  and  in  our  letter  to  Admiral  Smith,  of  Febru¬ 
ary  24,  1862,  discussing  this  subject,  we  said  : 

“  The  contract  system,  as  now  existing  in  two  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Depart¬ 
ment,  is  essentially  wrong  in  contracting  for  a  continued  supply  of  a  large  assort¬ 
ment  of  goods  upon  the  lowest  aggregate  for  a  fractional  schedule.  Instead  of 
a  clearly  defined  contract,  indicating  what  the  buyer  is  to  receive,  and  the  seller 
to  give  during  its  continuance,  the  result  is  a  lottery  to  each.” 

We  made  no  formal  contracts  with  the  above-named  parties.  In  all,  or  nearly 
all,  the  arrangement  was  verbal,  based  upon  a  quotation  given,  the  quotations 
being  fair  prices  for  the  articles  or  sizes  of  the  merchandise  to  be  supplied. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  materials  to  be  furnished  or  work  to  be  done 
for  the  navy  which  the  navy  agent  had  engaged,  or  is  said  to  have  engaged,  at  a 
higher  rate  of  compensation  than  was  actually  required  for  good  materials  and 
work  ?  If  so,  state  when  and  where  such  engagements  were  made,  with  whom, 
and  the  prices  engaged  and  the  prices  paid. 

Answer.  I  know  of  no  such  case. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Merriam,  master  machinist  at  the  navy  yard, 
Charlestown  ?  If  yea,  what  is  your  opinion  of  his  character  as  a  man  and  a 
machinist  % 

Answer.  Yes,  I  know  him.  As  a  man,  conscientious  and  honest ;  as  a  ma¬ 
chinist,  a  genius,  thorough  and  scientific,  judging  him  from  his  powers  of  analysis, 
love  of  investigation,  and  enthusiasm  for  his  vocation.  Further  I  am  not  com¬ 
petent  to  judge. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  had  any  conversation  with  him  in  regard  to  his 
wants  and  in  regard  to  his  inspections  ?  If  so,  when  and  where,  and  what  was 
said  ? 
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Answer.  Yes ;  as  to  liis  wants,  very  frequently  at  the  expenditure  of  time 
otherwise  valuable  to  myself  j  so  frequently  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  state 

when  or  where.  .  , 

First.  Conversations  as  to  what,  under  our  contracts,  he  was  in  immediate 
haste  for,  because  it  has  been  a  matter  of  ambition  ^  with  our  house  to  respond 
promptly  to  the  demands  of  the  yard,  that  we  might  aid  the  government  in 
supplying  a  navy  and  obtain  credit  with  the  authorities.  Our  contracts  allowed 
fifteen  days  for  delivery.  When  Mr.  Merriam  or  any  other  master  workman 
has  required  material  at  once,  we  have  not  waited  fifteen  days,  although  we 
might  be  at  a  disadvantage  in  buying,  as  the  records  will  show,  and  as  we  could 
appeal  to  the  naval  storekeeper  to  testify.  During  the  past  two  years,  as  is 
well  known,  it  has  been  very  difficult  to  supply  many  articles,  especially  of  a 
standard  quality,  upon  immediate  call,  at  times  impossible  for  weeks  and  months. 

Second.  Conversations  occasionally  as  to  what  he  might  want  and  which 
might  be  difficult  to  obtain.  In  the  same  manner  I  have  conversed  frequently 
with  Captain  Green,  ordnance  inspector ;  at  times  with  Purser  M  ilson  and 
Commodore  Missroon.  Many  times  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  have  delivered 
merchandise  on  their  urgent  request,  in  adv^ance  of  any  requisition,  as  the  result 
of  those  conferences,  rendering  important  service  to  the  government. 

These  remarks  should  be  understood  as  applicable  to  the  period  above  a  year 
ago.  Having  found  that  such  conferences  and  services  received  no  thanks,  but 
rather  raised  suspicion  on  the  part  of  the  bureaus,  our  firm  have  quite  aban¬ 
doned  all  visitation  of  the  yard  in  person.  I  have  myself  averaged  hardly 
more  thjm  once  or  twice  a  month  the  past  year,  whereas  previously  I  was  over 
nearly  every  day.  For  the  past  year  Mr.  Dunnels,  in  our  employment,  has 
visited  the  yard  for  necessary  information.  I  think  I  have  not  been  within  the 
gates  more  than  once  a  week  for  a  year  past  on  the  average,  and  hardly  at  all 
for  six  months. 

Question.  Does  he  (Merriam)  inspect  a  large  portion  or  any  of  the  goods  you 
supply  ?  If  yea,  do  you  consider  him  a  fair,  just  inspector  ] 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  as  to  what  goods  he  inspects ;  never  saw  him  inspect¬ 
ing  goods  but  in  a  few  instances ;  recall  him  pointing  out  plates  of  iron  to  us 
that  would  not  flange,  and  therefore  to  be  returned  to  us  under  our  warrant ;  had 
no  interest  as  to  the  party  inspecting  our  merchandise  if  he  were  disposed  to 
be  just  toward  the  government  and  ourselves.  I  believe  Mr.  Merriam,  and 
have  known  him  at  our  cost  to  be  strictly  conscientious  in  this  respect.  During 
the  year  from  July,  1862,  to  July,  1863,  we  were  agents  for  the  Whipple  File 
Company  in  New  York,  and  had  the  greatest  interest  in  the  introduction  of  the 
Whipple  files  to  the  market.  Immediately  after  the  beginning  of  their  agency 
we  solicited  Mr.  Merriam  to  accept  an  invoice  of  M^hipple  files  under  our  con¬ 
tract,  claiming  for  them  that  they  would  prove  of  satisfactory  quality,  and  also 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  due  to  the  encouragement  of  American  manufac¬ 
tures.  He  expressed  fears  concerning  them  on  account  of  the  mode  of  manu¬ 
facture,  but  consented  to  receive  a  part  of  the  contract  in  files  of  the  coarsest 
description.  Immediately  upon  trial  Mr.  Merriam  expressed  positive  dissatis¬ 
faction,  and  said  he  would  not  receive  thenceforward  any  but  hand-cut  files. 
The  schedule  for  files  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1863,  required  “  the  above 
files  and  rasps  to  be  hand-cut  and  of  the  best  quality.”  When  this  was  ob¬ 
served  by  me,  I  remonstrated  with  Mr.  Merriam  upon  the  first  opportunity  that 
such  an  expression  published  a  condemnation  of  all  machine-cut  files ;  that  if 
he  would  not  accept  machine-cut  files,  we  would  buy  English  for  the  yard  at 
twenty  per  cent,  greater  cost,  as  we  did  for  our  entire  contract  for  the  year 
1862-’63,  while  we  were  active  agents  of  the  Whipple  File  Company,  and  sold 
during  this  period,  in  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Boston,  Whipple  files  to  the 
amount  of  $75,000. 

As  to  inspection,  we  considered  Mr.  Kimball  inspector  for  all  goods  at  open 
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purchase  and  contract,  as  lie  so  informed  me.  Since  Mr.  Kimball’s  decease  Mr. 
Lapham  has  been  his  successor,  as  I  judge  by  the  signature  upon  my  bills ; 
have  never  seen  Mr.  Lapham ;  have  cared  nothing  as  to  inspection,  having  said 
that  we  were  ready  to  exchange  and  make  goods  satisfactory  if  they  were  not 
satisfactory,  and  having  bargained  also  (as,  for  instance,  with  Shelton  &  Oheever, 
F.  M.  Laughlin,  and  others,)  that  their  merchandise  should  be  made  satisfactory 
to  the  inspection  at  the  yard.  We  wish  here  also  to  record  the  very  great 
difficulty  merchants  have  labored  under  the  past  two  years  in  obtaining  mer-‘ 
chandise  of  any  special  standard  quality,  owing  to  the  great  scarcity  in  the 
markets. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  discovered  any  fraud,  or  attempt  at  fraud,  and  do 
you  believe  that  fraud  has  been  practiced,  in  the  inspection  of  the  articles  you 
delivered  at  that  yard? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  that  I  have  discovered  any  frauds.  I  suppose  it  is  not 
intended  to  ask  me,  personally,  whether  I  am  conscious  of  frauds  committed  by 
the  firm  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.;  but,  although  I  might,  I  suppose,  protest 
against  such  a  question,  I  will  improve  this  opportunity  to  record  upon  the 
solemnity  of  an  oath,  that  I  know  of  no  act  or  transaction  in  which  the  govern¬ 
ment  has  been  defrauded,  by  said  firm,  to  the  value  of  a  dollar,  or  in  which 
they  have  attempted  so  to  do.  I  have  of  late  very  rarely  entered  the  navy 
store— I  think,  but  once  for  a  year — and  have  had,  therefore,  no  opportunity  to 
observe  frauds  in  quantities  or  qualities  of  merchandise;  have  seen  samples  of 
oil,  in  bottles,  in  Mr.  Merriam’s  office,  which  appeared  so  very  bad  that  I  believed 
if  such  oil  had  been  delivered  to  the  government  for  best  sperm  there  had  been 
fraud. 

Question.  An  inspector  by  the  name  of  Kimball  was  appointed  at  said  yard. 
Hid  you  ever  remonstrate  against  him  as  inspector,  or  did  you  employ  any  one, 
or,  with  your  knowledge  and  consent,  did  any  one  apply  to  the  department,  or 
to  the  commandant,  to  have  this  inspector  removed  ?  If  so,  why,  and  for  what 
reasons  ] 

Answer.  I  remonstrated  against  Mr.  Kimball  as  an  inspector,  honestly  be¬ 
lieving  him  not  only  incompetent  but  unfair,  and  capable  of  being  influenced  by 
corrupt  motives.  For  his  incompetency  I  beg  leave  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
committee  to  a  fac  simile  of  a  letter  of  said  Kimball,  of  December  31,  1862, 
attached  to  a  paper,  marked  A,  and  which  I  place  with  the  committee  as  a  fur¬ 
ther  reply  to  the  explanations  of  the  bureaus  upon  my  “analysis  of  certain  con¬ 
tracts.”  I  will  add,  also,  that  the  orthography,  quoted  on  page  4  of  said  paper, 
is  but  a  specimen  of  very  much  that  I  have  seen  from  the  hand  of  the  late  in¬ 
spector.  Unexpectedly,  a  manufacturer  incidentally  stated,  in  our  counting- 
room,  when  we  were  not  aware  that  he  knew  the  man,  that  a  Captain  Kimball 
had  been  to  his  shop  to  induce  him  to  collude  with  him  for  the  sale  of  cloth  to 
the  Charlestown,  Brooklyn,  and  other  yards.  The  name  of  the  manufacturer 
is  F.  K.  Sibley,  of  Auburndale,  Massachusetts.  An  original  letter  of  Sibley, 
of  November,  1862,  in  reply  to  ours,  in  which  we  sought  io  identify  the  party 
as  Kimball,  the  inspector,  is  attached  to  paper  marked  “A.”  Afterwards  re¬ 
ceiving  satisfactory  evidence  that  he  was  corrupt,  I  felt  it  my  duty  to  place  the 
facts  with  Commandant  Montgomery,  as  stated  in  paper  marked  A.  The  state¬ 
ment  in  which  paper  A  is,  is  true  to  my  best  knowledge  and  belief. 

Question.  Did  you  employ  Dr.  Stone,  as  your  agent,  to  come  to  Washington, 
or  go  elsewhere  on  your  behalf  and  on  your  business  %  If  yea,  when  and  where 
did  he  go,  how  often,  and  on  what  business;  and  did  you  pay  him  any  com¬ 
pensation  in  any  manner  for  his  services?  If  so,  how  much? 

Answer.  I  did  employ  Dr.  Stone  to  assist  me  in  obtaining  government  busi¬ 
ness.  Dr.  Stone  had  been  a  most  intimate  friend  with  me  since  leaving  college. 
We  had  been  for  years  on  confidential  terms.  I  believed  him  strictly  honest 
and  conscientious,  who  would  do  no  wrong  for  business  advantage  to  himself  or 
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myself.  Some  time  prior  to  the  appointment  of  the  navy  agent  I  consulted  with 
him  as  to  the  prospect  for  my  securing  navy  business.  He  obtained  for  me 
the  reports  of  the  Navy  Department  for  several  years.  AYe  analyzed  carefully 
the  contracts  published  therein  to  discover  the  system  and  modus  operandi  for 
obtaining  contracts.  He  visited  Washington  in  my  behalf,  also,  for  information ; 
introduced  me  to  the  honorable  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  to  whom  I  made  known 
my  intentions,  and  to  whom  I  addressed  a  letter  of  indorsement  from  the  lion- 
able  A.  H.  Rice.  For  about  a  year,  until  I  learned  the  business  and  became 
acquainted  with  the  departments,  he  devoted  much  time  and  effort  to  my  inter¬ 
ests;  came  to  Washington  at  the  first  bidding;  obtained  a  note  from  the  honor¬ 
able  Secretary  to  Commodore  Smith,  asking  that  we  might  inspect  the  opening 
of  bids,  the  commodore  having  objected.  Flaving  understood  that  Admiral 
Smith  asserts  that  there  was  no  objection  made  by  him  to  the  presence  of  Doc¬ 
tor  Stone  and  myself,  I  still  state  confidently  my  belief  that  it  was  at  the  soli¬ 
citation  of  Doctor  Stone,  after  his  understanding  that  there  were  objections,  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  addressed  a  note  to  Admiral  Smith  asking  our  ad¬ 
mission  ;  and  the  honorable  Mr.  Gooch,  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  hap- 
^pening  to  be  present  at  the  time,  joined  in  our  request  to  the  Secretary.  I  re¬ 
quest  that  Mr.  Gooch  may  be  examined  on  this  point.  Doctor  Stone  afterwards 
proceeded  to  Washington  to  bring  me  the  facts  as  to  a  bidding,  he  having  ob¬ 
tained  entrance  to  the  bidding  against  Mr.  LenthalPs  objections,  according  to  his 
statement  to  me.  He  came  repeatedly  to  Washington  for  information  ;  was  my 
bondsman;  came  to  Washington  also  to  ascertain  if  there  were  not  army,  ord¬ 
nance,  or  Indian  contracts  which  could  be  obtained  to  the  advantage  of  our 
house.  When  government  was  delinquent  in  paying  us,  he  at  times  loaned  us 
money ;  aided  us  in  obtaining  loans  on  State  street,  in  Boston,  at  other  banks 
than  our  own,  in  the  dark  period  of  1861  and  1862,  when  it  was  very  difficult 
for  us  to  obtain  loans  on  government  vouchers,  and  when  government  owed  us 
one  to  two  hundred  thousand  dollars  three  or  four  months  that  was  due  in  thirty 
days.  I  consider  the  question  as  to  the  compensation  made  by  myself  to  Doctor 
Stone  for  such  services  a  private  matter,  not  proper  or  pertinent  to  this  investi¬ 
gation,  especially  considering  the  decease  of  Doctor  Stone,  and  I  ask  the  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  committee  on  the  question. 

Mr.  Hale.  The  committee  think  the  question  is  not  pertinent,  and  the  witness 
may  answer  or  not,  as  he  pleases. 

The  witness :  1  decline  to  answer,  but  I  will  say  that  from  the  time  Doctor 
Stone  assumed  the  office  of  United  States  collector — about  a  year  and  a  half 
ago,  I  think — he  did  nothing  whatever  of  consequence  for  us.  I  saw  him  but  very 
rarely  during  the  last  six  months  of  his  life.  It  is  solely  on  account  of  the 
habitual  reticence  of  Doctor  Stone  as  to  his  private  matters  while  living,  that  I 
am  now  unwilling  to  testify  as  to  said  private  mratters  subsequent  to  his  decease. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  charged  or  attempted  to  charge  any  profit  or  com¬ 
mission  on  any  chattels  of  any  kind  which  you  did  not  order  or  receive  an  order 
to  purchase  ?  If  yea,  state  the  articles  and  the  amount  and  reasons  for  such 
charge. 

Answer.  I  know  of  no  such  case  except  where  I  have  anticipated  requisitions 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  commandant  and  the  officers  of  the  yard.  On  a 
Saturday  afternoon,  I  was  once  requested  by  Commandant  Hudson,  by  a  note 
through  a  clerk,  to  supply  immediately  a  suit  of  chains  and  anchors  for  the 
Wachusett.  The  stores  were  closing,  and  it  was  with  the  greatest  difficulty  it 
■was  accomplished.  In  other  instances,  parties  in  great  haste  have  selected  arti¬ 
cles  in  advance  of  requisitions,  a  course  always  objected  to  by  us  as  occasioning 
us  at  times  great  inconvenience  and  trouble. 

Question.  In  the  articles  you  have  stated  as  contracted  for  at  exorbitant  prices, 
and  on  which  you  have  assumed  the  profits  at  the  prices  you  charged,  or  would 
have  charged  for  similar  articles,  do  you  know  that  these  articles  referred  to 
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were  of  the  same  class,  quality,  and  cost  as  those  you  state  as  your  price  for 
them;  and  were  not  the  offers  invited  for  them  by  advertisements  once  a  week 
for  four  weeks,  and  were  they  not  open  to  all  who  chose  to  bid  ? 

Answer.  I  believe  the  articles  estimated  upon  by  me  in  comparison  were  of 
the  same  or  of  better  quality  than  those  contemplated  in  the  contract ;  most  of 
them,  as  in  the  case  of  the  wrench  contract  at  Kittery,  were  for  articles  such  as 
we  supplied  at  Kittery  and  Charlestown,  and  which  were  satisfactory.  At  Kit¬ 
tery,  the  officers  in  charge  stated  that  we  had  furnished  better  goods  and  more 
promptly  than  other  parties  for  a  long  time.  The  offers  were  invited  by  adver¬ 
tisement,  and  the  bids  were  open  to  all ;  but  my  argument  was  that  parties  were 
informed  of  the  classes,  as  in  the  wrench  contract,  on  which  no  bids  were  re¬ 
ceived. 

Question.  Have  you,  or  has  any  one  in  your  knowledge,  ever  conversed  with 
any  of  the  employes  in  the  navy  yard  as  to  their  wants,  and  description  of 
articles  which  would  be  wanted,  or  which  would  be  required  and  recommended 
to  be  purchased?  If  so,  who,  how  often,  of  whom,  and  all  the  circumstances? 

Answer.  I  believe  I  have  fully  covered  this  question  in  reply  to  interrogatory 
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Question.  In  your  pamphlet,  page  4,  you  say  “  the  result  of  these  errors  being 
in  such  loss  to  the  government  and  such  gain  to  the  contractors  as  to  suggest 
that  they  could  not  have  been  in  all  intents  miscalculations;”  and  on  page  17, 
to  carry  out  the  plan  intimated  by  you  of  purposely  consummating  contracts 
or  exorbitant  bids,  you  say  “  the  ring  entered  the  offices  of  the  department  in  its 
circuit;  some  parties  in  the  interest  of  A,  B,  0,  D,  had  the  keys  of  the  drawers 
of  the  bureau.”  These  statements  clearly  intimate  that  fraud  has  been  com¬ 
mitted  intentionally  in  the  bureaus.  Please  state  from  your  own  knowledge  what 
parties  and  whose  drawers  they  had  the  keys  of,  and  your  impression  and  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  character  of  the  chiefs  of  the  bureaus  and  their  clerks,  as  to  their 
knowledge  and  complicity  in  committing  frauds  on  the  government,  and  on  what 
information  your  knowledge  or  belief  is  based. 

Answer.  In  my  former  testimony  before  this  committee,  I  gave  in  full,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  all  the  facts  from  my  own  knowledge  bearing  on  the  matter.  I  had  not 
proof  sufficient  to  warrant  my  judgment,  I  mean  my  personal  conviction,  of  any 
one  individual  of  the  wrong  which  I  believed  had  been  committed.  By  some 
parties  having  the  keys  of  the  drawers  of  the  bureaus,  I  meant  figuratively  to 
imply  that  some  parties  holding  the  secrets  of  the  bureaus  had  betrayed  them. 
I  felt  it  my  molt  unwelcome  duty,  from  the  facts  within  my  knowledge,  and 
those  discovered  in  the  report  of  the  honorable  Secretary,  to  trace  the  wrong  to 
the  bureaus  for  investigation,  but  have  not  further  sufficient  proof  to  warrant 
here  a  judgment  as  to  the  parties  responsible;  and  I  presume  that  my  impres¬ 
sions  or  opinions  not  based  upon  legal  evidence  are  not  proper  matters  for  testi¬ 
mony  before  this  committee.  Pffie  position  of  witnesses  in  the  case  is  sufficiently 
responsible  and  unpleasant.  I  do  not  consider  it  right  or  just  to  put  interroga¬ 
tories  which  would  make  me  a  judge. 

Question.  How  often  have  you  probably  visited  the  navy  yard  at  Charlestown 
since  you  have  been  a  contractor  ;  and  have  you  in  any  of  these  visits  suggested 
to  any  parties  how  they  should  conduct  the  business  ? 

Answer.  I  visited  the  yard  very  frequently  during  the  first  two  years  of  my 
business,  but  very  rarely  the  past  year.  I  have  not  suggested  to  parties  in  the 
yard  improvements  in  the  system  of  business,  believing  the  system  to  originate 
in  and  be  directed  from  Washington,  but  have  often  remarked  that  reforms  were 
needed. 

Question.  What  was  the  yearly  amount  of  the  sales  of  the  house  of  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.  prior  to  their  contracts  and  sales  to  government,  and  what  has 
it  been  since? 

Answer.  That  is  a  question  concerning  my  private  affairs,  to  which  I  consider 
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that  I  have  a  right  to  take  exception,  as  not  pertinent  or  proper ;  and  yet  as  re¬ 
ticence  may  he  misjudged,  I  will  answer  frankly.  The  sales  of  Smith  Brothers 
&  Co.,  in  Boston,  for  the  year  to  February,  1861,  were  about  $150,000.  In 
1862  we  opened  a  branch  house  in  New  York,  28  WaiTen  street.  Since  1861 
our  sales  in  our  regular  business  to  February,  1864,  have  been  from  $600,000 
to  $700,000,  and  our  sales  to  government  meanwhile  about  $1,000,000.  The 
profits  on  the  former  I  believe  to  have  equalled  the  profits  on  the  latter,  the  per¬ 
centage  of  profits  having  been  relatively  to  the  sales  much  larger  upon  our  ordi¬ 
nary  business  than  our  government  business.  With  reference  to  our  said  sales 
of  one  million  dollars’  worth  to  government,  it  should*  be  stated  that  I  estimate 
from  $400,000  to  $500,000  of  said  sales  were  sales  under  our  formal  contracts 
with  the  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Department  under  their  published  advertisements 
for  bids.  I  believe  that  the  average  per-centage  of  profit  on  said  sales  has  not 
exceeded  a  fair  mercantile  rate,  while  to  the  government,  in  the  aggregate,  they 
have  been  extremely  profitable  and  advantageous.  Under  the  last  contracts 
which  we  made  with  the  government,  about  August,  1863,  amounting  to  about 
$150,000,  before  the  delivery  of  the  merchandise  was  completed,  such  had  been 
the  advance  on  merchandise  that  there  must  have  been  a  saving  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  from  $40,000  to  $50,000  by  the  contracts.  We  are  now  delivering  iron 
to  government  under  that  contract  at  about  $95  per  ton  that  is  worth  $140 
readily  in  the  market.  During  the  whole  period  of  our  contract  business  with 
the  department,  there  has  been  such  constant  advance  upon  merchandise  as  to 
make  the  contracts  advantageous  to  the  government. 

Under  the  old  contract  system,  which  was  amended  tlfi’ough  our  efforts  by  the 
act  of  March  3,  1863,  there  were  most  anomalous  deliveries,  as  I  understand 
has  been  shown  by  Mr.  Ellis.  For  said  deliveries  we  were  in  nowise  respon¬ 
sible,  and  as  to  profit  or  loss  were  entirely  independent  of  our  will  in  the  matter. 
The  contracts  were  obligatory  upon  us  to  deliver  merchandise  as  demanded. 
We  delivered  according  to  the  formal  requisitions  upon  us,‘  and  for  the  results 
the  system  was  responsible. 

With  reference,  further,  to  the  sales  to  government,  about  $200,000  to  $250,000 
have  been  obtained  by  successful  bids  in  response  to  public  advertisements, 
and  were  principally  for  sales  of  pig  iron.  The  sales  of  pig  iron  also  by  us  to  the 
government,  under  these  public  advertisements,  were  exceedingly  advantageous 
to  the  government.  On  one  contract  for  pig  iron,  at  $25  per  ton,  we  delivered 
large  quantities  when  it  had  advanced  to  from  $33  to  $38  per  ton.  The  bal¬ 
ance  of  said  amount  of  sales  to  government  represents  the  ampunt  of  open  pur¬ 
chases  received  by  us  during  a  period  of  three  years,  and  in  relation  to  a  large 
number  of  contracts. 

Question.  Is  Mr.  Norton,  navy  agent,  in  any  way  concerned  in  your  firm  as 
a  silent  partner,  or  otherwise,  and  has  he  ever  been ;  and  has  he  or  is  he  to  receive 
any  gratuity,  commission,  or  compensation  from  you,  or  through  your  agency  ? 

Answer.  He  is  not  interested  in  our  house  as  silent  partner  or  otherwise,  nor 
has  he  ever  been ;  and  he  has  not  received,  and  is  not  to  receive,  from  our  house 
or  through  its  agency,  any  gratuity,  commission,  or  compensation  for  the  busi¬ 
ness  we  have  received  through  his  agency. 

Question.  Did  you  sell  a  quantity  of  files  to  ^Ir.  J.  L.  Savage?  If  yea, 
what  was  the  bargain  and  what  the  result  ? 

Answer.  I  did  not.  No  files  were  ever  sold  to  Mr.  J.  L.  Savage  by  the 
Boston  house  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  Mr.  Foster,  the  managing  man  for  the 
New  York  house  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  did  sell  Mr.  Savage  files  at 
sundry  times,  as  per  statement  of  account  current  here  presented  from  the  du¬ 
plicate  ledger  of  the  New  York  house.  Mr.  Foster  has  been  only  a  nominal 
partner  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  since  1861,  the  copartnership  having  then 
expired.  Since  that  time,  B.  G.  &  F.  W.  Smith  have  been  the  only  active 
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responsible  partners  in  tbe  house,  furnishing  all  capital  and  taking  all  risks. 
Said  Smith  Brothers  have  managed  entirely  and  exclusively  all  sales  to  gov¬ 
ernment  direct.  Mr.  Foster,  as  New  York  manager,  sold  files  to  Mr.  Savage 
and  many  other  parties  under  the  agency  in  New  York.  Concerning  the  ques¬ 
tion  addressed  to  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  on  this  point,  I  beg  leave  to  place 
herewith  the  deposition  of  Alonzo  A.  Foster,  of  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

Question.  Were  not  those  files,  or  a  portion  of  them,  after  being  returned  to 
you  after  being  rejected  at  the  Washington  yard,  sent  to  the  Charlestown  navy 
yard  and  received  ? 

Answer.  They  were  never  returned  to  Boston,  or  to  Charlestown,  or  to 
Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  at  all.  I  beg  leave,  as  proof  of  this,  to  refer  to  a  certified 
leger  account  of  J.  L.  Savage  with  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  showing  that  he 
never  returned  but  $23  75  worth  of  merchandise,  and  also  the  letter  of  J.  L. 
Savage,  of  September  16,  1862,  stating  “I  have  concluded  to  keep  the  files  and 
turn  them  into  stock,  and  work  them  off  in  that  way.  I  enclose  draft  on  New 
York  for  balance,  $394,  which  please. acknowledge.”  The  original  letter  is  here. 

<<» 

I,  Alonzo  A.  Foster,  of  Brooklyn,  in  the  county  of  Kings,  State  of  New 
York,  hardware  merchant,  of  the  age  of  thirty-five  years,  on  oath  depose  and 
say,  in  answer  to  the  several  interrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories  annexed, 
that  I  will  testify  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth.  * 

“  Question  1.  Did  you  sell  files  to  J.  L.  Savage,  for  the  Washington  navy  yard, 
which  weij’e  rejected  ] 

“Answer.  Yes. 

“Question  2.  Did  you  visit  the  Washington  navy  yard  to  inquire  why  those 
files  were  rejected  ? 

“Answer.  Yes. 

“Question  3.  What  was  said? 

“Answer.  Mr.  Wilson  and  others  objected  to  the  of  the  files,  and  remarked 
that  if  the  cut  could  be  perfected,  he  would  consent  to  another  trial.  He  was 
pleased  with  the  general  appearance  of  the  files. 

“  Question  4.  What  disposition  was  made  of  the  files  1 

“Answer.  Do  not  know. 

“Question  5.  Were  they  returned  to  Boston,  and  sent  to  the  Charlestown 
navy  yard? 

“Answer.  They  were  not  returned  to  us,  (S.  B.  &  Co.,  New  York.) 

“  Question  6.  .Did  you  say  that  ‘  if  you  had  greased  the  wheels’  the  files 
might  have  been  accepted  ?  ^ 

“Answer.  No. 

“Question  7.  When  were  the  files  sent  to  the  Washington  navy  yard  sold? 

“Answer.  Sold  to  Mr.  J.  L.  Savage  July  ninth,  (9th,)  eighteen  hundred  and 
sixty -two,  *(1862.)  Have  no  knowledge  when  they  were  sent  to  the  Washing¬ 
ton  navy  yard. 

“  Question  8.  How  many,  and  what  kinds  ? 

“Answer.  Do  not  know. 

“Question  9.  When  did  you  go  to  Washington? 

“Answer.  Have  no  record  of  the  date. 

“  Question  10.  Who  did  you  see? 

“Answer.  Mr.  Wilson  and  others. 

“Question  11.  Who  else  was  present? 

“Answer.  Mr.  J.  L.  Savage. 

“Question  12.  How  long  were  you  there? 

“Answer.  Three  or  four  hours. 

“  Question  13.  Did  you  examine  all  the  lot  of  files,  or  see  all  the  lot  ? 

“Answer.  Did  not  see  any  particular  lot  ? 

“  Question  14.  Did  you  say  anything  about  Charlestown? 
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“Answer.  Did  say  that  the  Boston  house  had  sold  Whipple  files  into  the 
Charlestown  navy  yard. 

“Question  15.  Did  you  say  that  they  could  be  passed  there? 

“Answer.  No  recollection  of  saying  so. 

“  Question  16.  Did  you  have  a  second  interview  in  the  Washington  yard  ? 

“Answer.  I  did,  on  the  same  day ;  had  general  conversation  with  Mr.  WUson 
at  his  office. 

“ALONZO  A.  FOSTER. 

“State,  City,  and  County  of  New  York,  ss: 

“Alonzo  A.  Foster,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  has  read  the  foregoing  de¬ 
position  by  him  subscribed,  and  the  answers  to  the  several  interrogatories  therein 
propounded,  and  that  the  same  is,  and  the  said  several  answers  to  interrogato¬ 
ries  are,  true. 

“ALONZO  A.  FOSTER. 

“Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me  this  4th  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1864. 

[seal.]  “J*  HARRISON, 

**Notari/  Public,  New  York  QityP 

“Washington,  D.  0.,  September  13,  1862. 

“  Gents  :  I  have  concluded  to  keep  the  files  and  turn  them  into  stock,  and 
work  them  off  in  that  way. 

“I  enclose  draft  on  New  York  for  the  balance,  |394;  which  please  acknowl¬ 
edge,  and  much  oblige,  yours  truly. 


“Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.’’ 


“JOS.  L.  SAVAGE,” 


Dr.  J.  L.  Savage. 
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True  copy  taken  from  Smith  Bros.  &  Co.’s  “Duplicate  New  York  leger.” 

Attest;  *  EDW.  J.  coffin. 

■Witness:  E.  P.  Dunnels. 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


197 


Question.  Did  you  not  intimate  to  Mr.  Savage  that  they  might  have  been 
received  at  the  Washington  yard  if  he  had  “greased  the  wheels,”  or  something  to 
that  effect? 

Answer.  The  interrogatory  has  reference  solely  to  Alonzo  A.  Foster,  and  is 
answered  by  tis  deposition.  I  say,  bo,  I  never  had  any  conversation  with  Mr. 
Savage  about  the  files,  and  Mr.  Foster  denies  that  charge  in  his  deposition.^ 

Question.  Is  Mr.  Norton  interested  with  you  in  any  business  operations 
other  than  finmishing  supplies  to  the  government  ? 

Answer.  He  is  not,  of  any  nature  whatever,  nor  has  he  ever  been. 

Question.  Is  Mr.  Men^am,  master  machinist  in  the  Boston  yard,  interested 
with  you  in  any  business  operations,  or  is  he  related  to  you  by  marriage  or 
otherwise  ? 

Answer,  Mr.  Merriam  is  not  and  never  has  been  interested  with  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.  in  any  business  operations,  nor  is  he  related  to  us  by  marriage 
or  in  any  other  way. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  consulted  with  or  been  consulted  by  the  master 
workmen  in  the  navy  yard  in  reference  to  getting  up  the  schedule  for  annual 
supplies  ? 

Answer.  I  think  positively  never.  The  only  instance  of  the  kind,  if  any, 
was  with  reference  to  the  schedules  for  yards  and  docks  for  the  year  1861— ’62. 
I  may  have  seen  the  schedules  of  those  either  in  Mr.  Billings’s  office  or  in  that 
of  the  master  machinist  or  naval  storekeeper.  I  remarked  at  the  time  they  were 
being  prepared,  to  Mr.  Memam  and  Mr.  Billings,  the  civil  engineer,  that,  so  far 
as  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  were  concerned,  they  wanted  straight  honest  schedules 
for  precisely  the  government  wants. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  seen  the  schedules  before  they  were  forwarded  to 
the. bureau?  If  yea,  did  it  not  give  you  an  advantage  in  bidding  over  others? 

Answer.  If  I  have  seen  them,  as  above  stated,  I  consider  that  I  obtained  no 
advantage  over  any  other  parties  in  bidding. 

Question.  Have  you  not  received  from  the  navy  agent  orders  to  furnish  sun¬ 
dry  tools,  pumps,  &c.,  and  repairs  of  same-?  If  yea,  have  you  furnished  them  at 
the  manufacturer’s  price  ?  If  not,  what  profit  did  you  charge  on  the  manufac¬ 
turer’s  price,  and  whom  did  yon  employ  to  furnish  such  tools,  or  any  tools ;  and 
could  not  the  navy  agent  have  procured  them  at  the  market  price  as  well  as 
you  ? 

Answer.  We  have  furnished  several  times  assorted  tools,  &c.,  for  vessels  on 
requisitions  which  may  have  had  therein  items  for  repairs,  &c.  ^  In  such  case 
we  have  charged  only  very  moderate  commissions,  varying  much  according  to 
the  article,  the  trouble,  expense,  &a,  attending  the  finding  and  buying  thereof. 
Sometimes  the  delay  of  an  article  has  caused  us  a  large  loss  of  interest.  These 
assorted  requisitions  have  been  the  most  troublesome  and  expensive  part  of  our 
business,  and  the  commissions  thereon,  which  we  believed  would  average  only 
ten  to  twelve  and  a  half  per  cent.,  have  not  fairly  compensated  us  as  merchants. 
We  think  it  would  have  been  impracticable  for  the  navy  agent  to  fill  such  re¬ 
quisitions  at  all  without  the  help  of  those  experienced  in  the  specialty  of  navy 
supplies,  and  without  the  outlay  of  very  much  time  and  trouble.  We  will  add 
that,  upon  a  careful  investigation  of  our  business  at  the  close  of  the  last  business 
year,  we  found  that  our  sales  to  government  had  averaged  a  very  much  less  per¬ 
centage  than  sales  of  a  similar  character  in  our  ordinary  business,  and  which 
latter  sales  were  attended  by  very  much  less  care,  labor,  vexation,  and  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Some  of  your  bids  have,  been  shown  in  the  course  of  the  examina' 
tion  in  which  you  hid  for  Scotch  pig  iron,  say,  one  dollar  a  ton,  while  for 
American  iron  you  hid  thirty-six  dollars  a  ton.  At  the  time  of  making  this 
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bid  was  not  tbe  Scotch  pig  iron  in  the  market  really  worth  as  much  as  the 
American  ? 

Answer.  I  think  about  the  same. 

Question.  How  could  you  as  a  business  man  venture  to  bid  to  furnish  iron 
worth  twenty -five  or  thirty  dollars  a  ton  ^t  one  dollar  ? 

Answer.  With  reference  to  the  particular  articles  of  Scotch  pig  iron  and 
American  pig  iron,  I  remember  that  I  inquired  of  founders  in  Boston,  and  they 
told  me  that  they  used  at  that  time  almost  entirely  American  pig  iron  for  their 
castings,  using  the  Scotch  solely  to  soften  the  castings.  They  used  very  little 
Scotch  in  proportion  to  the  American,  the  American  becoming  harder,  the  Scotch 
softer.  I  did  it,  therefore,  based  upon  that  information,  upon  the  probability 
that  but  little  Scotch  would  be  required  proportionally  to  the  American,  I  will 
here  state,  however,  that  in  reference  to  such  bids  as  Scotch  pig  iron  and  all 
others  where  there  were  articles  at  minimum  rates,  we  considered  that  we  took 
a  large  risk  upon  us  in  the  chances  of  the  requisitions.  That  was  one  very 
disagreeable  feature. 

Question.  At  the  time  when  you  bid  for  the  American  and  Scotch  iron  what 
was  the  real  market  value  of  iron  ? 

Answer.  I  am  unable  now  to  say. 

Question.  Was  it  not  about  twenty-five  dollars  a  ton  ? 

Answer.  About  twenty-five  dollars,  I  should  think. 

Question.  So  on  the  American  iron  you  bid  at  eleven  dollars  a  ton  above 
the  market  price,  and  on  the  Spotch  pig  you  bid  twenty -four  dollars  below  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  and  with  the  expectation  that  the  demand  probably,  as 
above  stated,  for  a  larger  quantity  of  American  than  of  Scotch  would  cover  the 
probable  loss  on  the  Scotch. 

Question.  Why  not  bid  just  fairly  what  you  thought  was  the  fair  price  of  the  . 
American  pig  iron  and  of  the  Scotch  pig  iron,  with  a  fair  profit  added  for 
yourselves  ? 

Answer.  I  will  state  that  I  am  very  glad  the  question  has  been  asked  in  that 
shape,  because  I  think  I  shall  be  enabled  to  make  it  clear.  The  mode  which 
had  been  practiced,  upon  which  the  bidding  had  been  conducted  for  several 
years,  as  previously  stated  in  my  testimony  to-day,  and  which  was  at  the 
foundation  of  all  this  fictitious  bidding,  was  that  inasmuch  as  the  law  required 
that  the  contracts  should  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder  in  the  aggregate — 
absolutely  the  lowest  bidder  in  the  aggregate — a  system  had  become  established, 
as  may  be  seen  from  the  reports  of  the  Navy  Department,  of  competition  in  bid¬ 
ding  by  which  the  aggregate  for  the  schedules  proposed  was  actually  less  than 
the  real  cost  of  the  same  goods  in  the  market.  The  analysis  of  the  contracts  as 
published,  as  previously  stated,  will  show  this  statement  to  be  true.  In  order 
to  bring  the  aggregate  of  a  bid  to  the  lowest  possible  point  in  the  competition, 
and  thus  secure  the  contract,  the  most  anomalous  prices  had  been  applied  to 
those  articles,  as  is  now  illustrated  by  a  reference  to  the  Scotch  pig  iron  and 
American  pig  iron. 

Question.  Was  it  not  a  regular  lottery — a  gambling  operation  any  how? 

Answer.  I  will  add  that  in  a  minute ;  I  have  previously  so  stated  to  the 
department.  I  have  already  quoted  from  the  reports  of  1860-’61,  where  these 
prices  are  much  more  anomalous  than  in  the  instance  of  Scotch  and  American 
iron,  now  quoted  from  our  contract.  There  is  the  case  of  railroad  iron,  com¬ 
mented  on  by  Admiral  Smith,  where  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  in  1859 
or  prior,  entered  into  a  contract  for  railroad  iron  worth  seventy  dollars  per  ton, 
at  eighty  cents  per  ton.  This  system  was  a  lottery  both  to  the  government 
and  the  dealer.  Its  success  for  profit  depended  upon  the  accuracy  of  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  bidder  as  to  the  articles  that  would  really  be  required  in  consid¬ 
erable  quantities. 

Question.  Have  you  not  reason  to  believe  that  persons,  in  making  these  bids. 
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sometimes  had  some  knowledge  or  information  or  understanding  with  machin¬ 
ists,  or  somebody  or  other  about  the  yards,  as  to  how  much  would  be  called  for 

of  a  given  article  ?  _  ^  i  •  r 

Answer.  That  is*  quite  a  probable  supposition ;  but  as  I  have  stated,  in  the 

case  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  preparing  theh  first  bids,  they  followed  the 
lead  of  the  published  contracts  of  the  department,  wherein  can  he  seen  at  a 
glance  the  articles  which  were  placed  at  very  high  prices,  and  articles  placed 
at  very  low  prices,  and  which  were  plain  indices  for  their  judgment  irt  this 
respect.  I  will  instance  that  flat  bastard  flip  will  be  found  at  very  large  prices 
in  these  published  reports,  and  fine  machinists’  files  at  two  cents  per  dozen, 
worth,  perhaps,  SIO  to  $15  per  dozen.  In  the  report  of  1860-’61,  will  be  found 
some  of  the  most  costly  machinists’  files  ofPered  at  two  cents  per  dozen.  It  is 
generally  known  by  dealers  and  mechanics  that  the  flat  bastard  file  is  used  in 
very  large  quantities,  compared  with  others.  I  quote  instances  from  the  pub 
lished  reports  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy : 


KEPORT  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY.— ]857-’58. 


\ 


“  Contract  of  bureau  of  Yards  and  Dochs,  with  JY.  T.  Cap^s. 

“  50  tons  best  American  railroad  iron,  in  lengths  of  20  1  Yide  Report,  p.  758. 
feet,  notched  for  laying,  80  cents  per  ton . j  ^ 

**  Contract  with  Horton,  Hall  Co. 

Round  iron,  5  cents  per  pound . ') 

'Iron  wire,  1  cent  per  pound . /  IV<Ze  Report,  p.  121. 

&:c.,  &c . ) 

“  12-inch  flat  files,  $8 — (bastard) . .  -  ) 

“  16-inch  flat  files,  $2 — (smooth) . ?  Vide  Report,  p.  122. 

&c.,  &c . ) 

Sheet  lead,  10  cents  per  pound . ) 

“  Sheet  brass,  2  cents  per  pound . ?  Vide  Report,  p.  126. 

&c.,  &c . ) 


“  Sperm  oil,  $1  40  per  gallon . 

“  Neat’s-foot  oil,  10  cents  per  gallon 


Vide  Rport,  p.  131. 


“  Contract  with  J.  L.  Savage. 

“  Half-round  bastard  files,  14-inch,  $10,  (worth  $6,) —  . 

“  Stubbs’s  half-round  dead  smooth  files,  12-inch,  2  cents,  1  Report  p.  184 

(worth  $15) .  1 

‘Three-square  files,  10  inch,  1  cent,  (worth  $4) . j 


“  Contract  with  Allyn,  Rose  &  Co. 

“  Cut  nails,  id.  to  40<?.,  3|  cents  per  pound . \  Vide  Report,  p.  182. 

“  Cut  nails,  4j-inch,  ^  cent  per  pound . ) 

* 

‘‘  Rureau  of  Construction. —  Contract  with  Horton,  Hall  Sf  Co. 

“  Round  iron,  small,  cents  per  pound . 

“  Round  iron,  large,  2J  cents  per  pound  . . . . . 

“Flat  iron,  thin,  3J  cents  per  pound . 

•  ‘  ‘Angle  iron,  2  cents  per  pound . ' . ^  Vide  Report,  p.  324. 

“  Sheet  iron,  6  cents  per  pound . I 

“  Cast  steel,  18  cents  per  ponnd . I 

“  Blister  steel,  3  cents  per  pound . 3, 

These  articles  were  at  very  prof  table  prices;  and  deliveries  were  made  m 
them  to  the  extent  of  from^ye  to  fifty  times  the  face  of  the  schedule  advertised. 
It  was  these  precedents  that  we  followed.  In  the  paper  prepared  by  myself 
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for  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Sedgwick,  February  10,  1863, 
this  whole  subject  was  discussed  at  length. 

Question.  Did  you  yourself  or  any  member  of  your  firm  have  conversation 
with  or  access  to  any  person  inside  of  the  yard,  or  connected  with  it,  so  as  to 
ascertain  how  much  would  be  required  of  particular  articles,  so  that  you  could 
make  a  bid  like  that  h 

Answer.  I  will  say  that  at  the  time  we  prepared  our  first  bids  for  the  Navy 
Department,  upon  which  w^e  obtained  quite  a  large  number  of  contracts,  we  did 
not  know  a  master  workman  or  official  in  the  navy  yard ;  and  those  bids  were 
made  by  a  mathematical  analysis  of  the  published  reports  of  the  department. 
With  reference  to  the  bids  for  the  year  succeeding,  the  experience  that  we  had 
in  the  working  of  the  first  contracts  was  all  that  we  needed  for  our  judgment  in 
the  future ;  and  I  say  positively  that  1  recall  no  instance  of  receiving  any  in¬ 
formation  as  to  special  want^,  which  was  of  the  advantage  referred  to  in  the 
question,  from  master  workmen  or  rnechanicB,  or  from  any  other  persons  con¬ 
nected  with  the  yard. 


A. 

Insinuation  first.  “  The  department  directed  inspectors  of  bills  to  see  that  the 
prices  for  articles  procured  in  open  market  were  fair.  The  action  of  the  in¬ 
spector  at  Boston,  the  friends  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  have  strenuously  en¬ 
deavored  to  defeat.” 

The  insinuation  is  against  “the  friends  ”  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  In  their 
behalf  we  deny  that  they  ever  attempted  to  “  defeat  the  action  of  the  inspector 
in  seeing  that  the  prices  of  articles  procured  in  open  market  were  fair.” 

More  light  is  desirable  upon  this  matter.  We  can  supply  it.  It  will  show 
what  “action”  of  the  inspector  “the  friends”  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Oo.  and 
themselves  did  undertake  to  defeat ;  and  that  the  department  might  well  have 
appreciated  their  efforts  for  the  remedy  of  wrong. 

Incidentally,  we  received  evidence  that  the  inspector  sought  wrongful  col¬ 
lusion  with  a  manufacturer  for  his  pecuniary  gain.  As  was  unquestionably  our 
duty,  we  placed  said  evidence  (copy  of  which  follows)  with  the  commandant  of 
the  yard. 

Copy  of  statement  placed  loith  Commodore  Montgomery. 

Boston,  December  30,  1862. 

About  the  1st  day  of  November,  Mr.  F.  K.  Sibley  called  at  our  office  with 
reference  to  our  orders  for  emery  cloth.  In  the  course  of  conversation  he  re¬ 
marked,  incidentally,  that  a  Mr.  Kimball,  from  the  Charlestown  yard,  had  been 
at  his  factory  in  Auburndale,  and  proposed  to  him  to  arrange  so  that  they  (Sib¬ 
ley  and  Kimball)  could  monopolize  the  supply  of  the  article  to  the  government 
yards,  Kimball  assuring  Sibley ’that  he  could  manage  it  so  as  to  get  rid  of 
those  contractors;  supply  Portsmouth,  Charlestown,  and  Brooklyn  yards,  and 
make  a  good  thing  of  it,  or  words  to  that  effect;  expressing  the  idea  of  mutual 
profit  in  the  arrangement.  Mr.  Sibley  stated  that  “  it  could  not  be  done,  as  he 
was  confident,”  Commodore  Smith  having  told  him  that  it  must  be  supplied 
by  the  contractors  ;  but  that  he  would  '■^not  do  such  a  thing  if  he  could.”  This  * 
was  exceedingly  to  my  surprise,  as  I  was  aware  Mr.  Kimball  was  an  inspecting 
officer  of  the  government. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Sibley  has  given  the  substance  of  the  above  in  writing  and 
repeated  in  conversation  to  the  undersigned.  I  have  no  doubt  he  will  again 
confirm  it  if  requested. 

BENJAMIN  G.  SMITH. 
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December  31,  1862. 

The  above  is  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Smith,  as  near  as  I  can  recollect. 

F.  K.  SIBLEY. 

We  were  informed  that  immediately  upon  notification  of  the  charge  the  in¬ 
spector  left  for  Washington.  , 

The  only  participation  of  “the  friends  ”  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  in  the  matter 
was  this  :  that  being  themselves  strangers  to  the  commandant,  we  requested 
two  friends,  in  whom  we  believed  he  had  entire  confidence,  to  call  upon  him  and 
indorse  our  integrity  of  purpose  in  the  unpleasant  duty  we  had  performed. 

It  was  also  stated  to  the  commandant  that  further  evidence  of  a  similar  tenor 
could  be  procured. 

The  writer  was  informed  by  the  commandant,  that  the  inspector  had  obtained 
from  the  manufacturer  a  statement  relieving  him  of  the  charge. 

A  fac  simile  copy  of  the  three  questions  addressed  by  Kimball  to  the  manu¬ 
facturer  is  annexed. 

“  Navy  Yard,  Boston,  December  31,  1862. 

“My  Dear  Sir  :  Will  you  give  me,  in  writing,  ancerers  to  the  followin  ques¬ 
tions  : 

“  Have  you  ever  paid  me,  or  offerd  to  pay  me,  eny  money  for  selling  you]^ 
emery  cloth  ? 

“  Have  I  ever  sed  that  I  would  sell  your  cloth  if  you  would  pay  me  for  it  ? 

“  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Smith,  of  the  fim  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Foster,  or  give  them 
to  understand,  I  was  pay  for,  or  expected  to  be  paid  for,  selling  your  cloth  ? 

“  Yours,  truly, 

“  GEO.  KIMBALL, 

Acting  Master  U.  S.  Navy. 

“F.  K.  Sibley, 

Auhurndale,  Massachusetts. 

“  P.  S. — Will  you  please  answer  to-day.” 

It  will  be  seen  by  the  preceding  fac  simile,  that  each  of  the  questions  pro¬ 
pounded  carefully  avoids  the  real  point  of  the  charge;  and, that  answers,  either 
affirmative  or  negative,  were  entirely  irrelevant,  and  were  no  proper  defence. 

Yet  the  question  whether  the  charge  was  fully  proven  is  quite  another  from 
our  duty  in  preferring  it.  We  assert  that  we  did  our  duty,  and  nothing  but  our 
duty,  in  the  case,  and  with  pure  motives.  What  motive,  selfish  or  personal, 
can  be  imagined  in  the  matter  %  We  had  not  the  least  influence  over  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  his  successor. 

Again,  if  we  wanted  a  man,  who  could  be  corrupted  to  our  wrongful  advan¬ 
tage,  we  had  original  written  evidence  that  he  was  our  man. 

There  was  another  phase  of  the  “action”  of  the  inspector  which  the  friends 
of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  endeavored  to  defeat,  and  in  so  doing  they  were 
“  friends  ”  of  an  efficient  administration. 

The  duty  of  the  inspector,  as  originally  prescribed  to  him,  was  to  inquire 
prices  of  two  or  three  parties,  and  indorse  them  upon  the  back  of  the  requisition 
before  it  was  placed  with  the  navy  agent. 

To  illustrate :  a  requisition  that  passed  through  our  hands  for  yellow  metal 
and  nails  was  indorsed  thus,  with  quotations  by  the  inspector  : 

For  “mettle  and  nales” .  32  cents  per  pound. 

For  “  yellow  mettle” .  30 J  cents  per  pound. 

For  “  nales  ” . * .  29  cents  per  pound. 

This  was  an  unwise  and  impracticable  measure,  as  experience  fully  demon¬ 
strated.  Unwise,  because  it  embarrassed  the  purchasing  agent  disadvantage- 
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ously  in  buying,  by  tbe  previous  notice  of  intended  purchases,  forestalling  his 
action  and.  enhancing  prices ;  impracticable,  because  the  inspector  was  soon 
known  as  a  mere  pricer,  never  as  a  buyer,  despite  his  occasional  disguise  of  uni¬ 
form.  He  was  soon  repelled  in  his  inquiries,  as  would  be  the  natural  result  of 
such  efforts  constantly  repeated  among  merchants. 

Representations  of  these  important  considerations  were  made  to  the  depart¬ 
ment. 

The  inspector’s  conduct  was  modified.  Indeed,  the  above  course  of  action 
received  a  quietus,  and  for  months  the  requisitions  bore  no  evidence  of  his  inqui¬ 
sition  in  the  market.  In  a  late  special  case,  where  he  was  requested  to  obtain 
a  market  price,  he  misled  the  inspector  of  ordnance  into  a  decision  which  we 
followed  from  principle  (the  amount  involved  being  trifling)  until  it  was  re¬ 
versed.—^  Vide  Correspondence  with  chief  of  Bureau  of  Ordnance,  elsewhere.) 

Furthermore,  this  inspector  was  retained  formally  in  his  place  for  weeks  and 
months  after  he  was  entirely  incapacitated  for  duty  by  fatal  disease,  and,  as  the 
writer  has  been  informed,  vouched  for  the  fair  price  of  merchandise,  by  his  sig¬ 
nature,  upon  his  sick  bed,  when  accurate  information  and  reliable  judgment  were 
alike  impossible.  A  successor  was  not  appointed  until  after  his  decease. 


“  Auburndale,  November  18,  1862. 

“  Gentlemen  :  Yours  of  the  17th  is  at  hand.  The  twenty  reams  emery  cloth 
IS  added  to  your  order  of  ten  reams,  and  will  be  sent  along  as  fast  as  possible.  I 
received  my  cloth  Saturday  night,  and  am  hard  at  work  upon  it.  You  shall 
have  ten  reams  next  week. 

“  The  person  who  called  on  me  gave  his  name  as  Kimball,  of  the  Charlestown 
navy  yard ;  but  you  must  relieve  me  of  all  connexion  with  him  in  trying  to 
monopolize  the  trade  in  that  article.  I  am  not  the  man.  My  business  is  to 
manufacture ;  the  cloth  will  sell  itself. 

“  Yours,  truly, 

“F.  K.  SIBLEY. 

‘‘Messrs.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.” 


A  true  copy  of  the  original. 


DANIEL  HALL, 

Clerk  of  Senate  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 


'  testimony  of  Commander  Henry  A.  Wise. 

May  21,  1864. 

Commander  Henry  A.  Wise,  United  States  navy.  Chief  of  Bureau  of  Ord¬ 
nance,  sworn  and  examined. 

Questions  proposed  by  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  : 

Question  1.  In  open  purchase,  does  the  law  require  you  to  purchase  through 
the  navy  agents  ? 

Answer.  No.  The  law  of  1809,  under  which  navy  agents  are  appointed, 
takes  away  none  of  the  previous  power  of  the  Secretary  and  of  the  bureaus, 
among  which  was  the  authority  to  purchase  supplies.  ' 

Question  2.  Is  there  any  regulation  requiring  the  purchases  to  be  made  through 
the  navy  agent  % 

Answer.  No ;  the  governing  regulation  of  the  department  on  the  subject  is 
article  1,  under  the  head  “  Navy  Agents,”  in  the  printed  “  Instructions  to  Navy 
Yards.”  This  article  expressly  recognizes  the  power  of  the  bureau  to  make  its 
own  purchases. 
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Question  3.  TVhat  lias  been  tbe  practice  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance — to  pur¬ 
chase  through  the  navy  agents  or  make  its  own  purchases  ? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  of  Ordnance  has  made  most  of  its  open-market  pur¬ 
chases  through  the  navy  agents;  but  exorbitant  prices,  poor  quality  of  articles, 
and  false  weights  and  measures  in  cases  of  purchases  by  navy  agents,  have  fre¬ 
quently  impelled  the  bureau  to  make  its  own  purchases. 

Question  4.  What  is  the  proper  mode  of  procedm’e  in  cases  of  purchase  in 
open  market  though  the  navy  agents  ? 

Answer.  A  requisition  is  made  at  the  yard  specifying  the  article  required. 
This  requisition  is  placed  in  the  hand  of  the  navy  agent,  who  is  thus  called 
upon  to  rnake  the  purchase. 

Question  5.  In  making  these  purchases,  what  are  the  duties  of  the  navy 
agents  particularly  as  to  price,  quality,  and  proper  delivery  of  the  articles  ? 

Answer.  The  regulation  states  that  the  navy  agent  shall  procure  these  articles 
and  be  responsible  that  they  are  forthcoming,  according  to  contract,  at  the  lowest 
market  price,  and  of  the  hest  quality. 

Question  6.  As  far  as  your  knowledge  and  experience  go,  are  these  require¬ 
ments  complied  with  on  the  part  of  the  navy  agents,  particularly  as  to  prices  ? 

Answer.  In  the  matter  of  prices,  since  I  have  been  in  charge  of  the  Bureau 
of  Ordnance,  I  have  had  my  attention  frequently  arrested  by  the  high  prices 
paid  for  articles  purchased  through  navy  agents.  In  some  cases,  not  relying 
upon  my  own  judgment  alone,  I  have  instituted  inquiries,  and  found  that  the 
charges  were  so  exorbitant  that  I  felt  it  my  duty  to  refuse  payment  until  a 
proper  reduction  was  made. 

I  would  mention  as  a  case  in  point  the  article  of  copper,  much  of  which  is 
required  for  ordnance  purposes.  Where  a  lot  has  been  required,  I  have  in  many 
cases  made  inquiry  at  the  same  time  of  navy  agents  and  private  parties,  and 
have  been  able  to  purchase  cheaper  directly  through  dealers  than  through  navy 
agents,  although  the  navy  agents  have  proposed  for  less  nominally  than  the 
dealers. 

I  will  also  mention  the  matter  of  transportation,  which  I  have  sometimes 
found  engaged  by  navy  agents  at  such  exorbitant  rates  that  I  have  interfered 
and  engaged  the  same  transportation  at  a  reduction  of  nearly  one-half.  In 
several  cases  of  transportation  to  California,  both  from  Philadelphia  and  N^ew 
York,  the  navy  agents’  prices  were  two  and  a  half  cents,  and  it  was  obtained 
by  the  bureau  at  one  and  a  half  cent  per  pound. 

As  another  instance  of  the  high  prices  paid  by  navy  agents,  I  would  submit 
here  a  list  of  purchases  made  by  the  navy  agent  at  Boston,  for  fourteen  days,  in 
comparison  with  the  fair  market  price  at  that  time  prevailing : 

Navy  Y^ard,  Boston,  July  15,  1862. 

Sir  :  In  obedience  to  yom*  order  of  the  1st  instant,  I  have  examined  with 
great  care  all  articles  delivered  at  this  yard  under  “open  purchase,”  and  the 
bills  for  the  same,  and  respectfully  present  the  following  list  of  articles  pur¬ 
chased  and  delivered  from  the  1st  instant  to  this  date,  together  with  the  “  market 
prices,”  as  ascertained  by  careful  inquhies  : 
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Articles. 


12  barrels  pitch . barrel 

30  bales  best  oakum,  (1,500  pounds,)  less  four  per  cent. 

off  for  cash . pound 

100  feet  ^-inch  chain . foot 

6  black- walnut  arm-chairs . each 

20  pounds  rubber  packing . pound 

11  pounds  cotton  packing . pound 

]  hand  bellows  .  . 1 . 

730  pounds  tarred  paper . pound 

190  pounds  rubber  packing . pound 

20  gallons  Emory’s  naval  varnish . gallon 

4  five-gallon  cans,  for  varnish . each 

12  ward-room  chairs . dozen 

10  ward- room  chairs . • . dozen 

360^^  tons  bituminous  coal . ton 

20  gallons  naval  varnish  . . gallon 

4  five-gallon  cans,  for  varnish . each 

3  sliding-door  locks . each 

4  pairs  mineral  knobs  and  escutcheons . 

12  iron  drawer  handles . 

1  cask  lenses,  (12,)  14-inch  diameter,  302  pounds. . . 

6  lenses,  6-inch . . 

122  lights,  9  by  13,  double-thick  glass. .  . . . 

100  gallons  whale  oil . 

1  box  sperm  candles,  33  pounds . . 

1  pawl  wrench . each 


1  box  salt-water  soap,  75  pounds 

12  silver  calls . 

20 'gallons  naval  varnish . . 

4  five-gallon  cans . 

1  set  flue  brushes . 

1  set  tube  brushes . 

6  swivel  lamps . 

110  pounds  sheet  rubber . 

275  pounds  rubber . 

150  pounds  rubber  gaskets . 

215  pounds  rubber  packing . 

10  pounds  rubber . 

10  pounds  rubber . . . 

75  feet  hose,  for  hot  water . 

2  silk  lines,  for  indicators . 

1  screw-punch  and  dies . 

1  screw-punch  and  dies . 

400  washers,  30^  pounds . . 


Prices  charged 

in  bills. 

Market  prices. 

no  00 

$10  00 

8J 

4 

4  00 

4  00 

85 

75 

30 

2  50 

2  25 

3 

85 

75 

1  00 

1  00 

75 

75 

21  00 

21  00 

21  00 

21  00 

7  75 

7  75 

1  00 

1  OQ 

75 

75 

1  50 

37 

H 

42 

.  33 

2  50 

1  50 

12J 

H 

67 

62 

37 

26 

7  50 

10  00 

15  00 

8i 

8i 

4  00 

4  00 

1  00 

1  00 

75 

75 

44  00 

44  00 

18  00 

6  50 

5  25 

75 

60 

75 

60 

75 

75 

75 

75 

75 

75 

75 

75 

43 

40 

50 

35  00 

25  00 

35  00 

25  00 

10 

8 
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Articles. 


25  barrels  Wilmington  tar . 

1  box  fresh-water  soap,  72  pounds. .  - . 

53^  pounds  packing . 

10  hydrometers . 

50  quires  emery  cloth . 

1  dozen  cast-steel  shovels . 

100  pounds  flour  of  emery . 

30  lamp  chimneys  . 

21  scrubbing  brushes. . . 

60  feet  rubber  hose . 

2  dozen  extra  dust  brushes . 

3  casks  6-inch  cut  spikes . 

2  dozen  cast-steel  shovels . 

3  casks  10-penny  nails . 

3  casks  12-penny  nails . 

6  office  chairs . ’ . 

176  pounds  Italian  hemp  packing . 

105  pounds  cotton . 

300  feet  2^-inch  belting . 

300  feet  3-inch  belting  . . 

10  pounds  beeswax . 

10  pounds  ultramarine  blue . 

50  pounds  soda  ash . 

25  sheets  pasteboard . 

1  dozen  varnish  brushes . 

20  pounds  white  gum-shellac . 

2  dozen  corn  brooms . 

2  dozen  iron  padlocks . 

3  dozen  brass  drawer  locks . 

3  dozen  buttons,  in  plates . 

6  gross  iron  screws . . . 

2  gross  iron  screws . 

4  gross  iron  screws . 

2  gross  brass  screws . 

4  gross  brass  screws . 

6  mortise  locks . 

6  mirs  mineral  knobs  and  escutcheons 
8  dozen  cupboard  locks,  assorted  keys 

4  dozen  iron  padlocks . . . . 

2  dozen  brass  padlocks . 

8  dozen  brass  buttons,  on  plates . 

1  dozen  brass  ship  butts . 

1  dozen  4-inch  brass  cabin-door  hooks . 
^  dozen  6-inch  brass  cabin-door  hooks . 

12  dozen  brass  butts,  assorted . . . 


dozen 


Prices  charged 

in  bills. 

Market  prices. 

$16  50 

16  50 

8| 

8 

33 

30 

1  50 

1  50 

1  bo 

12  00 

8  00 

10 

15 

10 

29 

loi 

43 

40 

5  00 

2  50 

3| 

12  00 

8  00 

31 

3J 

3| 

3J 

2  00 

2  00 

30 

30 

35 

16 

16 

22 

22 

42 

40 

16 

5 

H 

17 

8  00 

■  5  00 

1  30 

75 

3  00 

2  00 

3  25 

2  00 

4  25 

3  00 

.  75 

62 

29 

•  •  .••••• 

70 

55 

50 

43 

64 

2  42 

87J 

37J 

4  m 

2  00 

3  25 

2  00 

9  00 

7  50 

75 

11  50 

11  00 

3  50 

4  00 

4  50 
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Articles. 


3  dozen  brass  butts . 

I 

2  dozen  brass  butts . 

6,  003  pounds  zinc . 

425  pounds  Banca  tin . 

2  brass  syringes . .  . . 

1  steel  square . 

1  drawing  scale . . . . . 

124  gaskets,  32  pounds  . ,  1 . 

47  pounds  gaskets . . 

3  dozen  8-inch  round  second-cut  files  . 

20  pounds  potash . 

65  pounds  rubber  packing . 

100  pounds  3|^-inch  sheathing  nails . 

4  gross  Ij-inch  No.  12  screws . 

2  gross  2-inch  No.  14  screws . 

36  pairs  brass  butts . 

100  pounds  10-penny  cut  nails . 

1  gross  Ij-inch  screws . 

100  pounds  10-penny  cut  nails . 

100  pounds  wrought  ship  spikes,  6-inch. 
100  pounds  wrought  ship  spikes,  9 -inch. 
300  pounds  curled  hair . . 

20  gross  enamelled  buttons . 

20  gallons  Emory’s  naval  varnish . 

4  five-gallon  cans . 

J  ream  foolscap  paper,  to  pattern . 

500  pounds  pure  refined  beeswax . 

20  lights  glass,  16  by  40 . 

22  lights  glass,  10  by  34 . 

22  lights  glass,  10  by  34 . 

2  gross  brass  screws,  2  inches.  No.  14 

3  gross  brass  screws,  Ij  inch.  No.  13. 

50  pounds  8-penny  copper  nails . 

2  reams  emery  cloth . 

3  dozen  paint  brushes . . 


2  dozen  paint  brushes . 

10  dozen  clump  brushes. . . . 

10  dozen  hand  brushes . 

6  dozen  whitewash  brushes 

2  looking-glasses . 

2  casks  lime . 

2,365  pounds  Lowmooriron. . . . 
391  gallons  whale  oil - ... 


each 


each 

each 


Prices  charged 

in  hills. 

Market  prices. 

$3  50 

4  50 

2  25 

7 

34J 

33 

8  00 

4  00 

4  50 

75 

75 

75 

75 

2  63 

2  63 

7 

75 

75 

4 

55 

44 

88 

70 

33J 

3| 

H 

70 

3f 

3i 

5 

4i 

46 

34 

45 

1  00 

1  00 

66| 

66| 

3  50 

42 

40 

1  75 

1  00 

83J 

50 

m 

50 

3  16 

2  15 

40 

38 

18  6o 

12  00 

8  50 

3  00 

9  50 

3  60 

4  50 

6  25 

7  50 

3  00 

1  50 

3  12J 

1  25 

8  00 

4  20 

10  00 

10  00 

88 

88 

u 

n 

67J 

62 
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Articles. 


J  pound  best  Russia  bristles. : . per  ^  pound 

4  gross  black-walnut  knobs,  l|-incb . 

2  gross  black- walnut  knobs . each 


125  barrels  tar . 

2  dozen  balf-round  Stubbs’s  superior  files,  8-incb . 

3  dozen  second-cut  files,  12-incb . . 

3  dozen  second-cut  files,  8-incb . . 

1  dozen  second-cut  files,  4-inch . 

6  dozen  flat  bastard  files,  10-inch . 

6  dozen  flat  bastard  files,  12-inch . 

6  dozen  flat  bastard  files,  14-inch . 

3  dozen  round  files,  8-inch . 

6  dozen  half-round  second-cut  files,  4-inch . 

6  dozen  half-round  second-cut  files,  8-inch . 

24  rubber  valves . . . per  pound 

63  pounds  annealed  iron  wire . 

10  jars  chloride  of  lime . 

41 J  gallons  neat’s-foot  oil . 

1  barrel  tar  oil,  40  J  gallons . . . 

256  pounds  brass  wire,  j^g-inch . 


Prices  charged 

in  bills. 

Market  prices. 

2  50  • 

2  00 

3  00 

1  75 

1  50 

1  25 

1  25 

2  50 

1  50 

2  00 

16  50 

16  50 

6  92 

5  87 

5  50 

2  96 

1  42 

3  50 

2  94 

4  75 

4  13 

6  50 

5  75 

2  50 

2  13 

1  50 

1  29 

3  00 

2  63 

1  00 

1  00 

9 

2  50 

1  80 

1  00 

78 

75 

75 

371 

29 

The  market  prices  quoted  above  are  further  reduced  by  a  per-centage  allowed 
by  the  seller  upon  a  majority  of  the  articles  furnished,  which  appears  to  be  the 
usual  custom  in  the  market. 

Very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servant, 

GEO.  KIMBALL, 

Acting  Master  United  States  Navy. 

Com.  J.  B.  Montgomery, 

Commandant  United  States  Naval  Station,  Boston.  ' 

Question  7.  Are  the  prices  of  purchases  made  by  navy  agents  ever  apparently 
low,  but  in  reality  high,  by  reason  of  false  weights  and  measures  ? 

Answer.  They  are,  and  four  persons  are  now  in  Fort  Lafayette,  one  of  them 
convicted  of  this  crime,  and  the  others  awaiting  trial. 

Question  8.  The  regulation  requires  that  the  navy  agent  shall  be  responsible 
that  the  articles  purchased  by  him  are  forthcoming  according  to  contract,  and 
of  the  best  quality.  Is  this  requirement  complied  with;  that  is,  does  the  navy 
agent,  before  approving  bills,  see  to  it  that  the  articles  have  been  delivered  as 
r  ordered,  and  of  proper  kinds  and  qualities  ? 

Answer.  In  my  opinion,  not  the  slightest  attention  is  paid  by  the  navy  agents 
to  this  regulation,  and  the  approval  of  bills  by  them  is  a  dead  form,  and  not 
the  slightest  reliability  can  be  attached  to  it.  So  much  so  that  I  have  every 
reason  to  believe  that  under  an  order  from  the  navy  agent  for  iron,  hog’s  lard, 
or  brass  door-knockers  might  be  delivered,  and  the  contractor  could  procure 
approved  bills  of  the  navy  agent  for  iron. 
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Question  9.  Can  you  give  any  instance  of  such  neglect  on  the  part  of  navy 
agents  in  regard  to  the  purchases  made  by  them  ? 

Answer.  I  can.  Almost  everjs  purchase  made  by  navy  agents,  if  carefully 
inquired  into,  would  furnish  an  instance  of  the  kind.  I  would  mention,  as  an 
instance,  the  case  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  of  Boston.  A  requisition  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  navy  agent  at  Boston  for  boiler  iron.  The  navy 
agent  ordered  this  iron  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  Under  this  order  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.  furnished  what  is  called  C  No.  1  iron,  which  was  satisfactory 
for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  required  ;  but  when  the  bill  was  presented,  it 
was  approved  by  the  navy  agent  for  a  superior  and  higher-priced  article,  namely, 
“  best  flange  iron,”  at  cents  per  pound,  whereas  the  kind  of  iron  delivered 
could  be  obtained  at  5|  cents  per  pound,  making  the  bill  some  hundreds  of  dol¬ 
lars  higher  than  it  should  have  been.  Commodore  Missroon  objected  to  the 
exorbitant  price  charged,  which  induced  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  to  reduce  it,  and 
that  firm  attempted  to  explain  the  matter  away  by  saying  that  it  was  all  a  pure 
mistake — this  delivery  of  iron  worth  5|  cents  and  charging  therefor  8J  cents  ! 
But  it  is  exceedingly  dilflcult  to  see  how  such  a  mistake  could  have  been  made, 
when  it  appears  that,  for  the  purpose  of  filling  this  requisition,  they  expressly 
ordered  C  No.  1  iron  of  a  firm  in  Pennsylvania,  and  directed  it  to  be  sent  to  the 
navy  yard.  The  excuse  given  by  the  navy  agent  is,  in  substance,  that  he  ap¬ 
proved  the  bill  without  in  fact  knowing  anything  about  it ;  but,  to  use  his  own 
expression,  “  was  under  the  impression  that  it  was  best  flange  iron” — the  8J 
cents  a  pound  iron. 

Question  10.  Do  you  know  of  any  other  instance  showing  this  habit  of  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.  and  the  navy  agent  to  make  mistakes  in  their  accounts  against 
the  government? 

AnsAver.  Yes ;  there  were  overcharges  on  three  other  articles  in  this  same 
bill  in  which  the  flange  iron  was  charged.  Drill  braces  were  charged  in  this 
•bill  at  $4  50  each ;  they  could  have  been  procured  at  $3  75  each.  Commodore 
Missroon  objected  to  the  price,  which  induced  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  to  reduce 
the  braces  to  $4  25  each,  and  they  gave  as  an  excuse  for  the  first  charge  that, 
since  the  bill  was  made  out,  they  had  “  found  new  facilities  for  procuring*  these 
braces ;”  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  they  proposed  no  reduction  until  they 
were  called  to  an  account  for  the  overcharge.  This  bill  contained  a  charge  for 
three-penny  fine  finishing  nails,  whereas  a  common  and  lower-priced  article  was 
furnished.  Their  excuse  was,  that  they  first  furnished  three-penny  fine  finishing 
nails,  and  afterwards  took  them  back,  but  made  one  of  their  mistakes,  and  did 
not  reduce  the  price  to  correspond  with  the. change  of  quality.  Copper  tacks 
were  overcharged,  and  when,  the  price  was  objected  to  a  reduction  was  made. 

In  brief,  in  this  one  bill  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co. — purchased  and  fully  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  navy  agent — there  are  four  different  articles  charged  at  prices  so 
exorbitant  that  they  felt  impelled  to  reduce  them  when  objection  was  raised 
against  them.  And  in  two  of  the  cases  the  charges  were  for  different  and  higher- 
priced  articles  than  were  actually  delivered.  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  are  full  of 
excuses  after  the  overcharges  are  found  out,  but  there  appeared  no  offer  on  their 
part  to  rectify  what  they  call  mistakes  until  these  overcharges  were  detected  by' 
an  officer  of  the  government  and  brought  against  them.  The  bill,  as  originally 
rendered  by  them,  was  for  $2,642  75,  and  reduced  by  them  $427  42,  or  about 
twenty  per  cent. 

Question  11.  Can  you  give  any  other  instances  of  purchases  by  navy  agents 
where  there  has  been  this  apparent  attempt  to  defraud  the  government? 

Answer.  Yes,  in  the  case  of  Pippey  &  Co.,  of  Boston.  The  inspector  of  ord¬ 
nance  at  Boston  made  a  requisition  upon  the  navy  agent  for  “  best  Italian  hemp.” 
On  this  requisition  the  navy  agent  procured  of  B.  Y.  Pippey  &  Co.  a  different 
and  far  inferior  article  of  jute,  not  worth  half  the  price  of  the  hemp  called  for ; 
but  the  bill  came  from  the  navy  agent  approved  for  the  best  quality  of  hemp. 
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When  the  navy  agent  and  Pippey  &  Co.  Avere  informed  that  the  jute  would  not 
be  received,  they  took  it  back  and  furnished  the  proper  article. 

Question  12.  Is  this  manner  of  doing  business  on  the  part  of  navy  agents 
practiced  in  the  matter  of  Banca  tin  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  upAvards  of  $100,000  worth  of  tin  has  been  purchased  since  the 
rebellion  by  different  navy  agents,  and  the  bills  made  out  by  the  contractors  and 
approved  by  the  navy  agents  as  Banca  tin,  whereas  Banca  tin  has  been  in  no 
case  procured  by  the  navy  agent,  but,  in  place  of  it,  what  is  called  Straits  tin, 
an  article  from  six  to  seven  cents  lower  than  Banca  tin  per  pound ;  so  that,  in 
this  one  article  alone,  the  government  has  been  defrauded  of  at  least  $10,000. 

Question  13.  Do  you  give  these  as  the  only  cases  that  have  occurred  or  come 
to  your  knowledge  of  the  government’s  being  defrauded  by  purchases  through 
naA’y  agents  ? 

Answer.  These  are  only  specimen  cases  which  happened  to  be  more  particu¬ 
larly  impressed  on  my  mind  than  others  that  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  bureau;  but  as  far  as  my  knowledge  and  experience  go,  they  are  fair  illus¬ 
trations  of  the  manner  supplies  are  furnished  through  the  navy  agents. 

Question  14.  In  your  opinion,  then,  the  system  of  purchasing  supplies  through 
navy  agencies,  as  at  present  established,  affords  no  protection  to  the  government, 
either  as  to  quality  or  price  ? 

AnsAver.  Not  the  slightest.  The  navy  agents  are  for  the  most  part  ignorent 
of  the  nature  of  the  articles  to  be  purchased  by  them,  and  therefore  entirely 
unfit  to  comply  with  the  regulation  that  requires  them  to  procure  articles  of  the 
proper  quality ;  and,  in  fact,  for  the  most  part,  they  ignore  this  portion  of  their 
duties.  Not  only  this,  but  the  navy  agents  are  almost  invariably  found  acting 
on  the  side  of  the  contractor  in  his  efforts  to  get  poor  articles  accepted  by  the 
government.  The  same  is  true  of  price.  There  is  in  this  the  same  ignorance 
and  recklessness,  and  the  same  identity  of  interest  with  the  contractor.  Here 
lies  the  great  defect  of  the  system:  the  interest  of  the  navy  agent  becomes  linked 
with  that  of  the  contractor,  and  in  this  particular  I  first  became  aware  of  the 
frauds  committed  on  the  government  in  a  purchase  of  copper.  My  habit  has 
been  to  telegraph  all  around  the  country  for  any  supply  of  any  ordnance  article 
AAm  required,  to  dealers,  men  of  reputation  and  standing  in  the  country.  On  the 
reception  of  their  replies  and  prices  for  the  brand  of  the  article  required  for  de¬ 
livery,  I  have  always,  with  one  or  two  exceptions,  sent  these  proposals  to  the 
navy  agent  at  the  point  where  the  delivery  was  to  be  made,  informing  him  that 
in  case  he  could  not  purchase  the  material  at  a  less  price  than  the  lowest  bid,  to 
buy  from  the  lowest  bidder ;  and,  I  believe,  in  no  single  instance  has  there  been  a 
case  where  the  navy  agent  did  not  buy  the  article  for  less.  Reflecting  about 
this  matter,  I  went  to  New  York  and  saw  one  of  the  most  respectable*^firms  there 
with  regard  to  metal  supplies.  They  told  me  that  they  would  have  no  further 
dealings  with  the  government,  as  they  were  convinced  there  was  fraud.  I  asked 
their  reasons,  and  they  told  me  that  on  the  preAuous  Saturday  30,000  pounds  of 
copper  had  been  purchased  for  the  New  York  yard  at  31^  cents,  which  they  had 
sold  for  32  cents  cash  to  the  same  party  who  delivered  it  at  the  yard.  T  then 
issued  an  order  that  every  article  of  metal  supplies  should  be  weighed,  gauged, 
measured,  and  marked,  in  the  presence  of  the  inspector  of  ordnance.  Upon  that 
Aye  discovered  that  the  contractors  refused  to  deliver ;  and,  pursuing  the  inA^es- 
tigation  further,  we  discovered  that  several  of  the  men  who  procured  most  of  the 
supplies  for  the  Navy  Department,  and  particularly  for  the  ordnance,  had  bribed 
the  receivers,  or  attempted  to  bribe  them;  upon  which  charges  and  affidavits 
were  made,  a  court-martial  held,  and  one  of  the  men  convicted. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  In  your  answer  to  the  sixth  interrogatory  you refer  to  Gilman’s  bill. 
Whali  was  that '( 
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Answer.  For  chennical  stores  furnished  for  pyrotechny  at  Washington,  and  I 
refused  to  pay  the  bill. 

Question.  By  whom  were  the  articles  bought  ? 

Answer.  By  us,  through  the  navy  agent. 

Question.  When  was  it  ? 

Answer.  Last  September,  or  October,  I  think. 

Question.  Have  you  got  the  hill  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not  got  it  with  me. 

Question.  What  was  the  excess  of  price  ? 

Answer.  I  reduced  the  bill  about  20  per  cent.,  I  think.  He  charged  30  per 
cent.,  and  gave  as  his  reason  that  chemical  stores  had  gone  up  enormously  in 
the  market,  as  they  had ;  but  yet  it  was  too  large. 

Question.  You  refer  also  to  a  case  of  a  purchase  of  copper.  Can  you  give  any 
particular  instance  of  that,  and  where  and  when  it  was  ? 

Answer.  We  wanted  500,000  pounds  of  copper  here  at  the  Washington  navy 
yard.  I  sent  to  the  navy  agent,  Mr.  Brown,  and  he  sent  to  me  a  Mr.  Savage,  a 
party  now  in  Fort  Lafayette.  Mr.  Savage  told  me"  that  he  owned  300,000 
pounds  of  Minnesota  copper,  the  article  we  required  for  gun  metal.  I  had  had 
some  previous  correspondence  with  the  large  dealers  and  owners  of  this  mine  in 
New  York,  and  wishing  to  make  sure  whether  Mr.  Savage  had  this  copper  on 
hand,  (as  he  told  me,  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Brown,  that  he  had  the  receipts  for 
it,)  I  went  on  that  night  to  New  York,  telegraphing  the  different  brokers  that  I 
should  meet  them  on  Sunday  morning.  I  there  met  them,  and  they  assured  me 
that  they  had  not  ever  sold  a  pound  of  Minnesota  copper,  nor  had  there  been  a 
pound  sold  in  the  market,  to  Mr.  Savage;  and  they  sold  the  copper  to  the 
bureau  for  12  per  cent,  less  than  it  was  offered  by  Mr.  Savage,  who  did  not  own 
a  pound  of  it,  but  who  telegraphed  these  brokers  that  he  wished  to  get  posses¬ 
sion  of  it,  after  he  had  assured  me  that  he  held  it  in  his  possession. 

Question.  Did  Brown  make  any  representations  as  to  how  it  could  be  had  ? 

Answer.  When  I  returned  I  brought  papers  and  certificates  from  these  people 
in  New  York  who  owned  the  copper,  stating  that  this  man  Savage  had  told  a 
falsehood,  and  I  presented  those  papers  to  Mr.  Brown,  and  cautioned  him  against 
Mr.  Savage;  but  Mr.  Brown  told  me  he  believed  him ’to  be  a  thoroughly  honest 
man. 

Question.  Did  Brown  make  any  representations  of  his  own  except  to  send 
you  Savage  ? 

Answer.  He  only  sent  Mr.  Savage  to  me  as  the  man  who  had  possession  of 
the  copper,  and  recommended  the  bureau  to  take  it. 

Question.  You  have  said  that  in  many  instances  you  found  that  you  could 
buy  copper  cheaper  through  the  dealers  than  through  the  navy  agents.  Will 
you  mention  any  instance  of  that  kind  ? 

Answer.  There  was  a  very  long  correspondence  with  all  the  great  dealers  in 
copper  and  metals  and  the  bureau,  which  has  been  presented  to  Mr.  Sedgwick, 
and  also,  I  believe,  to  one  of  the  committees  of  Congress.  Phelps,  Dodge  & 
Co.,  of  New  York,  Hyneman  &  Co.,  Caswell  &  Co.,  and  the  Revere  Company, 
of  Boston,  and  the  Baltimore  Company,  all  proposed  to  the  bureau  to  furnish 
the  metals  we  required  cheaper  than  they  could  be  furnished  by  the  navy  agents. 

Question.  Was  that  the  term  of  the  offer  ? 

Answer.  Not  in  those  words,  but  in  figures. 

Question.  Had  you  offers  from  the  navy  agents  in  all  those  cases  to  compare 
with  the  offers  those  parties  made  ? 

Answer.  Yes.  As  I  have  already  stated,  whenever  we  want  a  supply  of  ma¬ 
terial  we  telegraph  to  all  the  dealers,  and  then  their  replies  come  back.  There 
can  be  no  collusion,  it  is  so  rapid.  We  present  all  these  proposals — these  bids 
for  copper-— to  the  navy  agent  in  the  city  where  it  is  required,  and  we  say,  “  If 
you  can  buy  this  for  less  than  the  lowest  bid,  do  so;”  and,  as  I  repeaft,  there 
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never  to  my  knowledge  has  been  an  instance  where  they  have  not  bought  for 
less  ;  but  that  was  owing  to  false  weights  and  measures. 

Question.  State  a  single  instance  in  which  you  have  had  an  offer  to  sell 
cheaper  by  a  dealer  than  the  price  given  you  by  the  navy  agent. 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember  the  parties  just  now,  but  we  have  had  multitudes 
of  such  instances,  not  only  in  regard  to  copper  and  metals,  but  in  regard  to  lum¬ 
ber  and  other  articles. 

Question.  How  do  you  account  for  the  fact  that  you  bought  cheaper  of  the 
dealers  than  the  navy  agents  could  purchase  for,  when  the  dealers  offered  the 
article  at  a  higher  price  than  the  navy  agents  ? 

Answer.  I  attribute  it  to  the  fact  that  the  navy  agents  were  surrounded  by 
fraudulent  persons. 

Question.  Will  you  mention  any  navy  agent  who  has  been  guilty  of  the  fraud 
of  receiving  short  weight  to  your  knowledge  ? 

Answer.  I  never  knew  of  one.  I  do  not  implicate  the  navy  agent.  It  is 
only  the  agents  of  the  navy  agents,  the  men  with  whom  they  do  business. 
The  navy  agent  does  not  give  receipts  for  weights  or  measures ;  he  only  certifies 
to  the  bill.  Tbe  people  in  the  yard  give  the  receipts,  and  they  are  bribed  by 
these  agents  of  the  navy  agent. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  prices  in  the  list  you  have  sub¬ 
mitted,  dated  July  15,  1862,  except  as  they  are  represented  by  Kimball  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  personally.  I  assume  it  to  be  correct  as  drawn  from  the 
prices  current,  and  the  ruling  prices  in  Boston.  I  do  not  know  anything  about 
it  personally. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  it  except  from  what  you  get  from 
the  paper  itself? 

Answer.  I  know  it  from  the  paper. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  examine  the  prices  current  to  see  if  it  was  correct  ? 

Answer.  I  did.  The  prices  were  compared  with  the  price  current  list  of 
date  between  the  1st  and  the  14th  of  July,  1862. 

Question.  Did  you  compare  it  yourself  ? 

Answer.  I  looked  over  it  with  our  bookkeeper  clerk. 

Question.  In  what  paper  was  the  list  published  ? 

Answer.  The  New  York  Commercial,  I  think,  but  I  am  not  certain  of  that. 

Question.  Did  you  find  the  prices  all  exactly  as  they  are  stated  here,  or  -were 
there  any  variances  ? 

Answer.  We  found  that  the  whole  thing  corresponded  to  these  prices  which 
are  named,  and  Commodore  Missroon  wrote  me  that  he  went  over  them  very 
carefully  himself. 

Question.  Have  you  preserved  that  paper  ? 

Answer.  We  have  not.  We  have  only  preserved  files  from  the  1st  day  of 
January,  1863.  I  tried  to  find  it  yesterday  again,  but  could  not  do  it. 

Question.  What  do  you  know  of  false  weights  and  measures  having  been  re¬ 
ceived,  in  any  article,  at  the  Kittery  navy  yard  ?  * 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  of  a  single  article  that  has  been  received  in  the  Kit¬ 
tery  navy  yard  where  any  false  weight  or  measure  was  charged.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  so  far  as  I  have  seen,  I  believe  the  navy  agent  tlfiere  pays  as  close  and 
scrupulous  attention  to  his  business  as  a  man  possibly  can  do. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  false  weights  and  measures  having  been  re¬ 
ceived  at  the  Charlestown  yard  ?  •  Speak  of  your  knowledge. 

Answer.  My  knowledge  of  it  is  that  there  was  an  attempt  to  bribe  one  of 
the  clerks  in  the  ordnance  department,  under  Commodore  Missroon,  to  receive 
a  certain  q[uantity  of  copper  and  give  a  receipt  for  a  much  larger  quantity.  All 
that  evidence  was  before  the  court-martial  in  Philadelphia  which  tried  the  in¬ 
dividual  and  convicted  him. 

Question.  Have  you  any  other  knowledge  as  to  the  Charlestown  yard  ? 


212 


NAVAL  SUPPLIES. 


Answer.  No. 

Question.  Where  do  you  get  your  knowledge  as  to  an  attempt  to  bribe  that 
clerk  ? 

Answer.  From  the  evidence  before  the  court-martial.  I  was  one  of  the  chief 
witnesses.  Affidavits  were  presented  there  from  various  parties  in  regard  to  it. 
I  had  no  knowledge  of  it  except  from  the  evidence  there. 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  any  frauds  attempted  or  perpetrated  by  the  navy 
agent  at  Charlestown  ? 

Answer.  Never. 

Question.  How  in  regard  to  the  New  York  navy  agent  ? 

Answer.  I  never  heard  anything  of  the  sort  of  him. 

Question.  What  do  you  say  of  the  navy  agent  at  Philadelphia  ? 

Answer.  I  know  of  nothing  of  the  kind  against  him. 

Question.  And  the  navy  agent  at  Washington? 

Answer.  I  know  of  no  fraud  on  his  part. 

Question.  In  your  answer  to  the  eighth  interrogatory  you  say  that,  in  your 
opinion,  none  of  the  agents  pay  the  slightest  attention  to  a  certain  regulation ; 
that  the  approval  of  bills  by  them  is  a  dead  form,  and  not  the  least  reliability 
is  to  be  attached  to  it.  Do  you  know  of  any  facts  to  authorize  that  opinion  ? 

Answer.  I  have  given  the  facts  in  the  succeeding  answer,  showing  that  the 
navy  agent  approved  bills  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  for  an  article  that  he  knew 
nothing  about ;  and  it  is  very  common  for  navy  agents  or  their  clerks  to  go  to 
the  ordnance  department  and  inquire  where  aqd  •  how  they  shall  get  a  certain 
requisition. 

Question.  Are  the  facts  you  have  stated  the  only  grounds  you  have  for'  the 
opinion  you  have  given  here  ? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  your  opinion  is  that  they  might  deliver 
hog’s  lard  on  an  order  for  iron  and  get  the  bill  approved  ? 

Answer.  I  believe  the  agents  of  the  navy  agent  could. 

Question.  You  say  that  navy  agents  pay  not  the  slightest  attention  to  the 
regulation,  and  you  have  every  reason  to  believe  that  under  an  order  from  the 
navy  agent  for  iron,  hog’s  lard  might  be  delivered,  and  the  contractor  could  pro¬ 
cure  an  approval  of  the  bill  from  the  navy  agent  as  for  iron  ? 

Answer.  That  is  my  opinion,  and  the  proof  of  it  is  that  those  men  who  have 
been  now  consigned  to  Fort  Lafayette,  we  believe  to  have  filled  a  requisition 
for  tin  with  lead,  and  charged  it  tin.  As  to  the  other  bureaus,  in  oils,  etc.,  it 
is  too  glaring  to  make  any  contradiction. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  or  not’ grosser  frauds  have  been  perpetrated 
on  the  bureaus  here  than  any  ever  perpetrated  on  navy  agents  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  of  any  frauds  having  been  perpetrated  on  the  chiefs 
of  bureaus  at  all.  There  have  been  none  that  I  have  heard  of. 

Question.  In  answer  to  the  ninth  interrogatory  you  made  a  statement  about 
boiler  iron.  Do  you  make  that  statement  on  your  own  knowledge,  or  on  re¬ 
presentations  ? 

Answer.  From  the  official  representations  made  by  the  inspector  of  ordnance 
in  Boston,  and  the  correspondence  between  the  navy  agent,  Mr.  Smith,  and 
the  bureau.  It  is  all  an  official  record. 

Question.  Did  the  correspondence  of  Smith  Brothers  &  Company  admit  this 
fact  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  know  the  fact  about  the  finishing  nails  which  you  have 
stated,  of  your  own  knowledge  ? 

Answer.  They  all  came  officially  represented  from  the  inspector  of  ordnance 
at  Boston. 

Question.  Was  there  any  correspondence  of  Smith  acknowledging  that  fact? 
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Answer.  I  think  there  was. 

Question.  In  your  answer  to  the  twelfth  interrogatory  you  state  that  there 
was  $100,000  worth  of  tin  called  Straits  tin  furnished  for  Banca  tin  and  charged 
as  Banca  tin.  Do  you  know  of  your  knowledge  whether  Smith  Brothers  & 
Company  ever  delivered  any  tin  for  Banca  tin  that  was  not  ? 

Answer.  I  have  every  reason  to  believe  that  they  never  delivered  one  single 
pound  of  Banca  tin,  although  in  one  bill  they  charged  Banca  tin  and  delivered 
Straits  tin. 

Question.  What  bill  was  that  ? 

Answer.  I  can  give  you  the  date  of  it,  if  I  get  at  the  correspondence.  I  do 
not  remember  the  precise  date  now.  % 

Question.  Do  you  know  the  facts  stated  in  your  answer  to  the  thirteenth  in¬ 
terrogatory,  of  your  own  personal  knowledge  ? 

Answer.  No ;  I  got  them  officially  from  the  inspector  of  the  Boston  navy  yard. 

Question.  Were  these  interrogatories  submitted  to  you  sometime  ago  by  the 
Navy  Department  ? 

Answer.  They  were  not  submitted  to  me  by  the  Navy  Department. 

Question.  You  have  seen  them  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Where  did  you  see  them  ?  ' 

Answer.  I  prepared  them  myself,  because  I  was  told  by  the  Navy  Department 
that  I  should  be  sworn. 

Question.  Did  you  prepare ’your  answers  to  them  in  writing  before  you  came 
here  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  after  having  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  after  going  over 
the  Avhole  business. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  made  a  contract  for  shot  and  shell,  or  either  of 
them,  with  a  man  by  the  name  of  Knapp  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  with  the  Fort  Pitt  foundry — great  quantities. 

Question.  At  how  much  per  pound? 

Answer.  Four  and  one-half  cents  has  been  the  highest  we  have  ever  paid. 

Question.  What  is  the  cheapest  ? 

Answer.  We  have  had  them  as  low  as  three  and  three-fourths  cents.  In  all 
contracts  for  guns  we  give  one  hundred  shot  for  each  gun  that  is  made.  That 
is  to  save  the  risk  of  the  loss  of  a  gun.  From  persons  who  make  shot  and  shell 
outside  of  a  cannon  foundry,  we  generally  get  them  at  about  a  quarter  of  a  cent  a 
pound  less. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anybody  that  had  any  interest  in  this  contract  of 
Knapp,  except  the  company  of  which  he  was  the  agent  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not,  although  it  appeared  before  the  Joint  Committee  on  the 
Conduct  of  the  War  that  Major  Rodman,  of  the  army,  is  part  owner  of  a  patent 
for  making  guns  cast  hollow.  I  do  not  know  anything  of  it  of  my  own  knowl¬ 
edge. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  anybody  assisted  Knapp  in  procuring  these 
contracts  ? 

Answer.  I  never  heard  of  anybody.  It  was  the  only  foundry  in  the  country 
when  the  war  broke  out,  except  Alger’s,  where  we  could  get  guns  from. 

Question.  I  am  not  speaking  of  that,  but  of  shot  and  shell. 

Answer.  They  never  had  more  than  one  hundred  per  gun — the  same  as  all 
other  foundries  ;  but  we  have  had  shot  and  shell  made  by  fifty  different  people 
throughout  the  country. 

Question.  Some  that  were  not  gunmakers  ? 

,  Answer.  A  great  number  that  were  not  gunmakers. 

Question.  Who  solicited  any  contract  for  Knapp  ? 

Answer.  There  never  has  been  any  solicitation  from  the  Fort  Pitt  foundry  to 
our  bureau. 
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Question.  Nor  by  anybody  in  their  behalf? 

Answer.  Never.  They  employ  no  agents.  Most  of  the  other  foundries  have 
agents. 

Question.  Has  there  ever  been  a  contract  of  that  sort  with  Knapp  &  Com¬ 
pany,  or  with  anybody  else,  in  which  the  price  paid  was  more  than  the  first  price 
asked  ? 

Answer.  Never  in  our  bureau.  We  have  raised  the  price  for  guns,  but  never 
shot  or  shell.  There  is  no  risk  in  shot  or  shell ;  it  is  only  in  guns. 

Question.  Have  those  who  made  shot  and  shell  ever  submitted  proposals  of 
what  they  would  furnish  them  for  ? 

*  Answer.  Yes,  great  numbers  of  people  propose  ;  we  get  proposals  three  or  four 
times  a  week. 

Question.  Have  the  Fort  Pitt  Company,  through  Knapp,  made  proposals  ? 

Answer.  Not  for  shot  or  shell.  In  our  business  with  them,  whenever  we  give 
an  order  for  guns,  we  give  an  order  for  one  hundred  shot  per  gun  ;  but  they 
have  never  proposed  unsolicited.  We  frequently  ask  what  they  will  furnish  a 
certain  article  for,  but  they  never  propose  themselves. 

Question.  Have  they  ever  been  paid  a  higher  price  than  the  price  they  first 
asked  for  shot  or  shell  ? 

Answer.  Never  by  our  bureau  ;  nor  do  I  know  that  they  have  by  any  other. 

Question.  How  is  it  with  the  Builder’s  foundry,  at  Providence  ? 

Answer.  We  pay  precisely  the  same  to  the  Builder’s  foundry  that  we  do  to 
the  Fort  Pitt  foundry  and  all  others.  There  is  no  difference  whatever  in  the 
price.  They  all  receive  the  same  price. 

Question.  Have  there  been  proposals  received  from  them  ? 

Answer.  Yes.  There  have  been  some  within  a  year,  both  for  small  shot — 
what  we  call  grape  shot  and  canister — and  also  for  large  shot ;  repeated  pro¬ 
posals. 

Question.  Have  there  been,  also,  from  the  Fort  Pitt  Company  within  a  year  ? 

Answer.  No. 

Question.  No  offer  in  writing  ? 

Answer.  No,  nor  in  any  other  way. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  attempted,  as  chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance,  to 
supersede  the  action  of  the  navy  agent  at  Charlestown  altogether,  and  to  make 
Missroon  the  purchasing  agent  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not. 

Question.  You  have  given  no  order,  written  no  letter  of  that  sort  ? 

Answer.  Not  altogether.  In  some  points  where  I  thought  we  should  take 
the  business  in  our  own  hands,  I  have  had  the  bids  opened  at  the  inspector’s 
office,  instead  of  at  the  navy  agent’s  office. 

Question.  State  to  what  extent  that  has  been  done. 

Answer.  I  think  on  not  more  than  two  occasions,  in  opening  bids ;  but  in 
several  instances  the  bureau  has  bought  direct  ordnance  matters  and  sent  the 
bills  to  the  navy  agent. 

Question.  Do  you  consider  that  a  legitimate  way  of  doing  business  ? 

Answer.  I  do. 

Question.  For  the  bureau  to  make  purchases  and  fix  prices,  and  send  the 
bills  to  the  navy  agent  ? 

Answer.  The  prices  are  fixed,  also,  by  the  parties  that  we  get  the  articles 
from.  The  bureau  does  not  entirely  fix  them. 

Question.  Do  you  know  anything  about  cases  in  which  the  bureaus  have 
purchased  at  exorbitant  prices,  and  where  the  navy  agent  has  refused  to  pay 
for  the  reason  that  they  Were  exorbitant  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  of  any  such  case  in  our  bureau.  I  have  heard  of  such 
cases  in  other  bureaus,  but  never  in  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  since  I  have  been 
there. 
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Question.  Do  you  consider  it  the  duty  of  the  navy  agent  to  pay  for  articles 

that  he  has  had  no  agency  in  fixing  the  price  of?  .  t  j 

Answer.  It  is  my  opinion  that  he  should  pay  for  whatever  is  delivered  on 

proper  vouchers.  He  is  not  responsible. 

Question.  Do  you  say  he  is  not  responsible  ? 

Answer.  He  is  not  if  the  bureau  or  the  Navy  Department  indorses  it. 

Question.  Do  you  know  that  the  navy  agent’s  accounts  have  been  suspended 
at  the. treasury  on  account  of  high  prices  in  cases  of  purchases  ordered  b^ 
bureaus  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not. 

Question.  And  never  heard  of  such  a  thing  ? 

Answer.  I  never  heard  of  such  a  case.  ^  r  •  • 

Question.  Is  there  any  law  or  regulation  making  the  inspector  a  pui  chasing 

agent  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  there  is. 

Question.  Do  you  not  know  that  there  is  a  law  forbidding  it? 

Answer.  I  do  not.  [The  act  of  March  3,  1809,  is  handed  to  witness.]  This 
is  the  law  and  it  seems  to  prohibit  it;  but  the  inspector  does  not  purchase;  the 
bureau  purchases. 

Question.  Why  were  the  bids  to  be  opened  by  the  inspector  of  ordnance  at 

the^navy  yard,  instead  of  by  the  navy  agent  ?  ' 

Answer.  I  was  governed,  in  giving  the  instructions,  by  a  pamphlet  presented 
by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  to  the  Navy  Department,  urging  upon  them  not  to 
-  put  it  in  the  way  of  any  one  where  the  proposals  might  be  opened  or  tampered 
with ;  and  therefore  the  instructions  were  to  have  them  all  sealed  and  to  be 
opened  at  a  certain  hour  on  a  certain  day,  and  everybody  to  be  present  to  see 
that  their  own  seals  were  intact.  This  only  took  place  in  two  instances.  When 
the  navy  agent  objected  to  it,  they  were  sent  then,  sealed  in  a  packet,  to  him, 
or  sent  to  the  bureau. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  directed  Missroon,  or  any  officer  of  the  ordnance 
department  there,  to  make  purchases  ? 

Answer.  Yes;  and  to  state  from  whom  they  were,  and  what  the  prices  were 
in  the  market,  and  everything  in  regard  to  them,  and  then  we  would  approve 
the  bills  at  the  bureau;  and  if  the  navy  agent  objected  to  paying  them,  we  paid 
them  from  the  bureau.  This  all  comes  under  the  law  which  exempts  the  Buieau 
of  Ordnance  from  making  purchases  for  ordnance  through  the  navy  agent. 
The  law  of  March  3,  1845,  exempts  “ordnance”  from  the  operation  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1843,  requiring  all  material  for  the  navy  to  be  furnished  by  the 
lowest  bidder  under  advertisement. 

Question.  What  do  you  include  under  the  head  of  “  ordnance  ?  ” 

Answer.  Everything  that  pertains  to  the  land  and  sea  service  of  guns,  and 
supplies  for  ordnance.  The  authorities  are  in  every  military  dictionary,  every 
standard  work,  either  French,  English,  German,  or  American. 

Question.  Your  definition  comes  right  back  to  “ordnance”  again. 

Answer.  It  includes  everything  that  pertains  to  the  fitting  out  of  armaments 
of  ships  and  for  the  land  service. 

Question.  Does  it  include  provisions  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir ;  we  do  not  supply  provisions.  We  supply  cannon,  car¬ 
riages,  and  all  the  material  which  forms  them;  the  timber  which  makes  the 
carriage,  the  bolts,  &:c. 

Question.  State  the  specific  articles  to  which  it  applies,  in  your  judgment. 

Answer.  It  applies  to  guns,  gun-carriages,  and  all  the  supplies  requiied  to 
construct  and  manufacture  them. 

Question.  Does  it  include  ammunition? 

Answer.  Y"es,  sir. 

Question.  Gunpowder  ? 
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Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Have  your  open  purchases,  made  outside  of  the  navy  agent,  been 
confined  strictly  to  articles  coming  within  the  definition  of  ordnance  ?  , 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  Stationery  we  get  from  the  Navy  Department,  and  we 
generally  get  a  thousand  dollars  a  year  for  foreign  postage  and  all  sorts  of 
little  thiugs. 


Washington,  May  21,  18G4. 

Sir  :  I  am  surprised  at  the  testimony  which  I  have  seen  to-day,  with  the 
committee,  of  Captain  Wise,  as  to  sales  by  us  of  boiler  iron  and  tin  especially, 
and  a  few  articles  of  trifling  value  and  quantity. 

As  to  the  matter  of  the  boiler  iron,  I  placed  on  evidence  a  copy  of  the  entire 
correspondence  concerning  it,  printed  by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.,  for  their  satis¬ 
faction. 

Had  the  witness  stated  the  explanation  we  gave  of  the  mistake,  (rather  than 
cast  a '  gratuitous  insinuation  upon  it,)  the  evidence  would  have  been  more 
pertinent,  and  we  would  ask  no  other  record  in  our  favor.  It  should  therefore 
be  repeated  in  this  connexion,  as  follows :  * 

First.  A  full  explanation  is  on  record  with  the  bureau  that  said  overcharge 
was  a  mistake,  and  that  the  representative  of  the  bureau,  in  the  original  trans¬ 
action,  admitted  his  belief  that  no  wrong  was  intended.* 

The  notification  of  the  mistake  above  mentioned  was  by  myself,  prior  to  any 
objection  as  to  price  on  the  part  of  the  inspector.  The  witness  further  states 


that  the  discount  on  the  bill  of  $2,642  75  was . . .  $427  42 

Of  this  amount  the  difference  on  the  iron  was . . .  .  409  15 


The  balance . .  . .  18  27 

being  the  amount  on  other  items  debated.  , 


I  have  never  before  heard  of  any  distrust  of  the  “naturalness”  of  the  mis¬ 
take. 

Secondly.  Captain  Wise  applies  the  same  insinuation  as  to  an  exchange  of 
3-penny  nails  for  3- penny  finishing  nails — a  mistake  frequent  in  the  hardware 
trade,  and  attributable  to  a  clerk  or  cartman,  as  has  been  stated  and  can  be 
proven. 

Thirdly.  Evidence  as  to  sales  of  Banca  tin.  Annexed  is  a  statement  which 
will  dispose  of  the  matter.  It  will  be  seen  therefrom  that  so  far  from  the 
bureau  having  been  wronged  in  the  delivery  of  Straits  tin  for  Banca  tin,  it  has 
required  for  its  use  ^^pig”  ^^block,”  and  “  Straits^’  tin;  and  this  upon  our  sug¬ 
gestion  originally  for  economy. 

From  the  exhibit  of  sales  of  tin  by  us,  it  will  be  seen,  also,  that  the  difference 
in  the  price  of  Straits  and  Banca  was  not  6  to  7  cents,  but  two  cents  per  pound. 

-  The  explanation  of  this  mistake,  from  S.  B.  &  Co.,  as  placed  with  the  bureau  b/  the 
navy  agent,  was  substantially  as  follows: 

“From  the  time  the  plate  iron  for  ordnance  was  ordered,  we  were  constantly  receiving 
flange  iron  from  the  same  partie.s  for  other  departments 

“  Nineteen- twentieths  of  the  large  quantity  of  plate  iron  we  have  delivered  to  govern¬ 
ment  have  been  flknge  iron. 

“  In  the  absence  of  the  writer,  who  conducts  entirely  the  iron  business  of  our  firm,  the 
iron  for  ordnance  w«,s  invoiced  at  8^  cents,  upon  the  supposition  that  it  was  of  the  same 
quality  as  other  in  the  shipment,  and  as  the  large  quantities  previously  delivered. 

“Sulisequently,  among  vouchers  at  the  Ordnance  Office,  a  set  was  observed  by  the  writer 
which  included  the  iron  above  mentioned.  He  was  not  until  then  aware  that  it  had  been 
invoiced  Instatdly  it  was  stated  that  the  iron  was  priced  as  best  flange,  the  above  expla¬ 
nation  bei.  g  made  ;  and  notice  of  the  mistake  was  also  given  at  once  to  the  navy  agent.” 
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As  to  quality,  one  is  precisely  as  good  as  the  other  for  all  brass  and  composition 
castings. 

It  is  remarkable  that  no  more  unfavorable  testimony  could  be  supplied,  con¬ 
sidering  our  transactions  with  the  bureau  have  been  not  less  than  a  quarter  of 
a  million  of  dollars. 

•  I  respectfully  request  that  this  paper  may  follow  the  testimony  of  Captain 
Wise  upon  the  record;  and 

I  remain  your  obedient  servant, 

FRANKLIN  W.  SMITH. 


Hon.  John  P.  Hale, 

Chairman  of  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs. 


Statement  as  to  sales  of  hloch  tin  by  Smith  brothers  Sf  Co.  to  the  Ordnance 
department,  Charlestown  yard,  since  April  1,  1862. 

Some  time  prior  to  the  above  date  F.  W.  Smith  suggested  to  Captain  Green, 
ordnance  inspector,  that  for  all  foundry  purposes  Revelly  or  Straits  tin  was 
precisely  as  good  as  government  Banca  tin ;  that  the  master  founder  had  so 
admitted,  and  therefore,  by  the  use  of  the  former,  about  two  cents  per  pound 
might  be  saved  to  the  government.  Mr.  Smith  had  no  motive  but  for  the  benefit 
of  the  government,  as  he  could  have  as  well  sold  the  one  as  the  other.  The 
suggestion  was  accepted,  and  it  was  understood  that  thenceforward  Smith 
Brothers  &  Co.  should  be  informed  whether  tin  was  wanted  for  foundry  pur¬ 
poses  or  for  solder. 

Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  were  so  informed  afterwards,  and  furnished  always 
Revelly  or  Straits  block  tin  upon  requisitions,  except  when  notified  that  tin  was 
wanted  for  solder,  when  government  Banca  was  supplied. 

When  Revelly  or  Straits  tin  has  been  supplied  it  has  been  invoiced  simply 
as  B.  tin,  or  block  tin.  Banca  tin  has  been  invoiced  as  Banca  tin.  The  price 
has  always  been  according  to  the  brand. 

When  a  quantity  like  half  a  ton  or  upwards  has  been  required,  it  has 
been  known  that  it  was  for  the  foundry,  and  Revelly  or  Straits  tin  has  been 
supplied.  Mr.  Blake,  of  Henry  N.  Hooper  &  Co.,  recently  stated  that  they 
used  indifferently  those  brands  in  the  manufacture  of  the  finest  brass  cannon. 

The  original  requisitions  of  the  ordnance  offlcet  are  conclusive  proof  that  he 
understood  that  Revelly  or  Straits  was  to  be  supplied,  as  it  is  sometimes  for 
Banca,  sometimes  for  pig,  block,  Straits,  as  may  be  seen  from  the  statemen 
annexed. 

Sales  of  block  tin  by  Smith  Brothers  4*  Co. 

Requisition  289,  October  7,  1862. — 6  pigs  block  tin. — Invoiced  424  pounds 
block  tin,  at  39  cents,  October  14.  As  the  Ordnance  bureau  accepts  prices 
current  as  authority,  we  add  that  the  quotation  therefrom  was,  October  29, 
1862,  Banca,  40  to  41  cents;  Straits,  38j  to  39  cents.  These  quotations,  of 
course,  are  for  net  cash,  in  large  quantities,  not  delivered. 

Requisition  281,  October  29,  1862. — 1  ton  Banca  tin. — Invoiced  November 
6  2,475  pounds  B.  or  block  tin,  at  40  cents.  Price  is  plainly  for  Straits,  the 
quotation  for  Banca  the  same  date  being  40  to  41  cents,  as  above  stated. 

Requisition  3S4. — 450  pounds  Banca  tin. — Mr.  Smith  was  advfised  that  this 
was  wanted  for  solder  in  making  tanks,  and  supplied  504^  pounds  government 
Banca,  at  56  cents,  on  the  16th  of  May,  as  can  be  proved.  It  was  invoiced 
“Banca.”  Quotation  May  9,  Banca,  54  to  55  cents  ;  Straits,  50  to  51  cents. 
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Advertisement,  August,  1863. — 10,000  pounds  tin,  Straits,  pig. — Invoiced 
by  Smith  Brothers  &  Co.  at  10,019  pounds  B.  or  block  tin,  at  40p^g-  cents. 
June  o,  1863. — Ordnance  required  2,000  pounds  pig 'tin. 

Thus  above  are  requisitions  for  block,  Banca,  Straits,  and  pig,  when  Revelly 
or  Straits  was  wanted. 


A.  B.  Farwell  recalled  and  examined. 


May  31,  1864. 


By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Look  at  these  papers.  What  do  you  call  them? 

Answer.  These  are  the  bids  of  Joseph  L.  Savage  for  the  Brooklyn  navy 
yard,  under  the  advertisement  of  February  13,  1863. 

Question.  When  were  they  put  in  ? 

Answer.  On  the  morning  of  the  12th  of  March,  I  think. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  when  these  particular  bids  were  put  in  ?  They 
are  in  one  bundle  together. 

Answer.  I  remember  that  Mr.  Savage  put  in  all  his  l)ids  on  the  morning  of 
the  opening. 

Question.  In  what  shape  were  the  bids  ? 

Answer  They  were  in  an  envelope,  marked  on  the  back  “  Proposals  for 
materials  for  the  navy — Bureau  of  Construction.” 

Question.  And  mentioning  the  particular  yards  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Do  these  bids  contain  proposals  for  different  yards  ? 

Answer.  No;  they  are  all  for  one  yard — the  Brooklyn  yard. 

Question.  Look  at  the  certificate,  or  guarantee,  at  the  end  of  the  bids ;  it  is 
a  guarantee  of  C.  W.  Scofield,  of  New  York,  and  R.  C.  Johnson,  of  Washing¬ 
ton,  guaranteeing  the  execution  of  the  bids.  Did  that  guarantee  come  in  with 
the  bids  as  part  of  them? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  that  always  accompanies  the  bids. 

Question.  Then  there  is  a  certificate  of  S.  P.  Brown,  navy  agent  at  Wash¬ 
ington,  certifying  that  Scofield  and  Johnson  are  men  of  property,  and  able  to 
make  good  their  guarantee,  and  dated  March  13,  1863? 

Answer.  That  certificate  accompanies  the  bids;  my  recollection  was  that  the 
day  of  the  opening  was  the  12th  of  March;  but  if  that  certificate  is  dated  the 
13th,  it  must  have  been  later. 

Question.  Looking  to  the  bid  for  class  41,  glass,  I  notice  alterations  of  the 
first  figures  in  a  darker  kind  of  ink,  and  apparently  the  same  kind  of  ink  in 
which  Mr.  Savage’s  name  is  signed  at  the  bottom.  Look  at  the  guarantee  and 
see  if  the  name  of  Joseph  L.  Savage,  in  two  places,  and  the  names  of  Scofield 
and  Johnson,  and  the  signatures  of  Scofield  and  Johnson,  dated  Washington, 
March  12,  1863,  are  not  all  in  a  different  kind  of  ink  from  the  body  of  the 
guarantee  ? 

Answer.  They  are. 

Question.  And  is  not  the  whole  of  the  certificate  at  the  bottom  signed  by  S. 
P.  Brown  as  navy  agent,  and  dated  March  13,  1863,  written  in  a  different  ink 
and  a  different  handwriting? 

Answer.  It  is. 

Question.  According  to  your  recollection,  was  it  the  13th  of  March,  1863,  that 
the  opening  took  place?  « 

Answer.  It  must  have  been  March  13.  My  recollection  was  that  it  was  the 
12th,  because  I  was  thinking  that  it  was  one  day  earlier  in  March  than  the  ad¬ 
vertisement  was  dated  in  February. 
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Question.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  you  remember  Mr.  Savage  coming 
in  with  his  bids  on  the  morning  of  the  opening  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  I  do.  ....  •  •  i  o 

Question.  In  relation  to  Stover’s  putting  in  his  bids,  how  was  it  with  him  ? 

Did  he  send  them  by  mail,  or  bring  t^em  there  ? 

Answer.  They  were  always  brought  there  by  himself  or  by  Mr.  Ainsworth 
Brown,  his  chief  clerk,  on  the  morning  of  the  opening. 

Question.  Your  best  recollection  is  that  the  opening  was  made  on  the  morning 
of  the  13th  of  March  ? 

Answer.  I  know  it  was  made  on  the  12th  or  13th.  The  law  requires  an  ad¬ 
vertisement  for  four  weeks,  and  we  always  open  just  as  quick  as  we  can  after 
giving  the  notice.  The  fact  that  these  bids  were  guaranteed  on  the  13th  would 
show  that  they  had  not  been  handed  in  up  to  that  time.  Three-fourths  or  rnore 
than' three-fourths  of  all  the  bids  are  brought  in  on  the  morning  of  the  opening, 
and  deliverd  to  the  chiefs  in  the  presence  of  the  clerks  and  bidders.  This  last 

time  there  were  only  four  or  five  out  of  a  hundred  received  by  mail. 

% 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  Do  you  mean  at  the  opening  of  March  13,  1863  1 

Answer.  No ;  but  more  recently.  Indeed,  it  has  been  pretty  much  so  ever 
since  the  order  was  given  to  open  them  in  public  ;  since  that  time  the  bidders 
have  brought  their  bids  with  them,  generally. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  Turn  to  the  bid  of  Savage  for  class  41,  glass,  and  state  what  was 
the  estimate  made  on  the  part  of  the  yard  for  the  articles  required  and  adver¬ 
tised  for  in  that  class. 

Answer.  For  the  150  lights  the  estimate  was  nine  cents  a  light,  the  price  bid 
was  fourteen  cents ;  for  100  lights  the  estimate  was  ten  cents,  the  bid  sixteen 
cents  ;  for  75  lights  the  estimate  was  ten  cents,  the  bid  sixteen  cents  ;  for  25 
lights  the  estimate  was  twelve  cents,  the  bid  twenty  cents  ;  for  25  lights  the 
estimate  was  ten  cents,  the  bid  twenty  cents ;  for  25  lights  the  estimate  was 
twelve  cents,  the  bid  twenty  cents  ;  for  37  lights  the  estimate  was  fourteen  ceifts, 
the  bid  twenty  cents ;  for  50  lights  the  estimate  was  eighteen  cents,  the  bid 
twenty-five  cents ;  for  25  lights  the  estimate  was  twenty-four  cents,  the  bid 
twenty-five  cents ;  for  25  lights  the  estimate  was  thirty-seven  cents,  tli )  bid 
thirty  cents ;  for  20  lights  the  estimate  was  fifteen  cents,  the  bid  fifty  cents  ; 
for  24  magazine  lenses  the  estimate  was  seven  dollars,  the  bid  twenty  dollars ; 
for  10  deck  lights  the  estimate  was  seventy-five  cents,  the  bid  one  dollar  ;  for 
10  additional  deck  lights  the  estimate  was  ten  cents,  the  bid  sixty  cents ;  for 
50  dozen  hexagon  deck  lights  the  estimate  was  twelve  dollars  a  dozen,  the  bid 
seventeen  dollars  and  fifty  cents.  ’The  aggregate  of  the  estimate  was  $863  43  ; 
the  aggregate  of  the  bid,  $1,478  65. 

Question  When  was  that  estimate  made  1 

Answer.  January  19,  1863. 

Question.  The  bid  was  put  in  on  the,  13th  of  March.  How  much  general  ad¬ 
vance  had  there  been,  on  the  average,  in  prices  between  the  19th  of  January  and 
the  13th  of  March? 

Answer.  I  can  only  say  that  comparing  bills  which  were  paid  on  the  19th  of 
January  with  bills  for  the  same  articles  on  the  2Tst  of  March,  there  was  an 
increase  of  over  thirty  per  cent,  in  the  market  price. 

By  Mr.  Buckalew  : 

Question.  What  articles  ? 

Answer.  Several  articles  that  were  purchased  under  these  contracts. 

Question.  Do  you  know  that  they  were  the  articles  mentioned  in  this  bid  ? 
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Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  some  of  the  lights  that  were  purchased  at  the  Brooklyn 
yard  in  open  market  advanced  thirty  per  cent,  in  price  between  the  time  the 
order  was  made  and  the  time  we  entered  into  the  contracts,  and  called  on  the 

contractors  to  de  ver. 

« 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  In  relation  to  the  hexagon  deck  lights,  three  inch,  the  hid,  as  it  was 
written  in  the  original  handwriting,  seems  to  have  been  put  in  figures  at  $7  50, 
does  it  not  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  And  when  there  was  an  alteration  made  in  another  ink  there  seems 
to  have  been  ten  dollars  added,  per  dozen,  by  putting  the  figure  1  before  7,  so 
as  to  make  it  $17  50? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  estimate  was  made  on  the  19th 
of  January  at  $12  a  dozen? 

Answer.  It  was. 

Question.  But  when  the  hid  was  put  in  on  the  13th.  of  March  it  was  put  in  at 
$17  50  a  dozen  ? 

Answer.  That  was  the  way  it  was  put  in. 

Question.  How  much  would  an  advance  of  thirty  per  cent,  on  $12  have  carried 
the  price  to? 

Answer.  It  would  have  carried  it  up  to  $15  60,  so  that  the  hid  was  $1  90 
per  dozen  more  than  the  market  value.  There  is  only  one  correction,  except  a 
mistake  of  seventy-five  cents,  which  seems  to  have  been  made  at  the  opening, 
and  that  was  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  bid  for  magazine  lenses  ;  that  correction 
was  made  by  Mr.  Lenthall  at  the  time,  in  the  margin,  with  a  red  pencil  mark. 
Under  that  same  advertisefnent,  where  we  failed  to  furnish  parties  with  a  contract 
for  execution  within  ten  days,  as  we  always  contemplate  doing,  some  of  them 
declined  to  go  into  the  contract  on  the  ground  that  the  articles  had  so  increased 
in  price  that  they  could  not  do  it.  I  do  not  now  remember  the  names  of  those 
parties,  but  I  think  there  were  three  who  refused  to  make  contracts,  and  my 
recollection  is  that  one  of  them  was  a  Mr.  Paul  J-  Field,  of  Philadelphia.  The 
reason  they  gave  was,  that  they  had  made  an  agreement  with  deal  rs  to  deliver 
them  articles  at  the  end  of  ten  days,  but  when  the  ten  days  expired*  the  articles 
had  so  gone  up  that  parties  with  whom  they  had  arranged  declined  to  comply 
with  their  agreement,  and  they  were  off. 

Question.  How  did  it  happen  that  they  were  not  notified  during  the  ten  days  ? 

Answer.  There  was  a  great  press  of  business,  and  there  were  so  many  arrears 
to  attend  to,  that  we  could  not  get  it  done.  The  last  time  it  was  nearly  ten 
days  before  we  were  through. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  State  how  Savage’s  bid  for  class  41  at  the  Brooklyn  yard  appeared 
to  be  footed  up  in  figures,  and  written  out  when  it  was  handed  in. 

Answer.  It  was  written  out  five  hundred  and  thirty-seven  dollars  and  ninety 
cents.  It  was  footed  up  in  figures  in  ink  $537  90,  and  then  there  is  a  pencil 
mark  in  front  of  the  figure  five ;  whether  it  was  put  in  there  at  the  time  I  do 
not  know. 

Question.  State  when  you  first  saw  Savage  on  the  morning  of  the  opening 
of  these  bids,  and  under  what  circumstances? 

Answer.  The  first  I  saw  of  him  was  that  he  came  into  my  room  at  the  office 
with  his  bids. 

Question.  At  what  time  ? 

Answer.  I  am  not  in  the  habit  of  getting  there  until  nine  o’clock.  I  cannot 
tell  at  what  precise  time  it  was,  but  it  was  between  nine  and  ten  o’clock,  be¬ 
cause  we  commenced  the  opening  at  ten  o’clock. 
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Question.  He  came  with  his  bids  1 
Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  What  did  he  say  ? 

Answer.  He  said,  “  I  have  brought  in  my  proposals,”  and  he  handed  them  to 
me,  and  I  told  him  to  take  them  into  the  chief,  that  they  never  came  into  my 
hands. 

Question.  Did  you  look  at  them  enough  to  see  what  they  were  1  In  the  first 
place,  did  you  take  them  into  your  hand  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir. 

Question.  Did  he  lay  them  down  before  you  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  He  offered  to  hand  them  to  me,  saying  that  he  had  his 
proposals. 

Question.  Did  you  look  at  them  enough  to  see  what  they  were  ? 

Answer.  I  saw  distinctly  that  they  were  proposals  for  the  navy,  and  then  I 
told  him  to  take  them  to  the  chief. 

Question.  Did  you  see  whether  the  proposals  were  sealed  or  not  ? 

Answer.  I  did  not. 

Question.  Where  did  he  go  from  there  ? 

Answer.  Into  Hr.  LenthalPs  room. 

Question.  How  long  was  he  in  that  room  ? 

Answer.  I  should  not  be  surprised  if  he  were  there  two  or  three  minutes. 
Question.  How  long  was  Savage  in  Mr.  Lenthall’s  room  ? 

Answer.  He  staid  there  until  the  bids  were  opened. 

Questign.  How  long  was  it  before  you  went  in  ? 

Answer.  I  went  in  before  ten  o’clock.  I  probably  went  in  very  soon,  because 
we  were*  arranging  our  papers  and  desks  for  opening,  going  in  and  out  every 
minute. 

Question.  Was  anybody  else  in  Mr.  Lenthall’s  room  when  Savage  went  in  ? 
Answer.  I  do  not  remember;  I  only  remember  the  fact  that  three  or  four 
came  in  that  morning,  and  among  them  was  Mr.  Savage.  Mr.  J ewett  came  in 
I  remember  distinctly,  and  Ainsworth  Brown,  and  a  new  man  came  there  by 
the  name  of  Sherrill,  from  Albany,  who  first  put  in  bids  that  year. 

Question.  Have  you  looked  at  all  the  papers  that  are  accessible  in  your 
office  to  illustrate  anything  about  these  bids  of  Savage  ? 

Answer.  I  have  not  looked  at  many  papers ;  I  have  looked  at  what  occurred 
to  me  this  morning. 

•  Question.  Can  you  find  any  papers  that  give  any  clue  to  what  the  original 
publication  of  the  bid  for  class  41,  Brooklyn,  in  the  scale  was] 

Answer.  No,  sir.  All  I  can  give  is  the  figuring  here,  $1,237  85,  which  is 
on  this  bid,  and  which  I  presume  was  the  figuring  of  the  party  who  put  it  in. 
I  know  that  these  figures  are  not  the  figures  of  any  clerk  in  our  bureau. 

Question.  When  were  the  figures  in  pencil  on  the  left  of  the  bid  made  there? 
Answer.  I  put  them  in  there  this  morning;  I  took  them  from  the  estimate  of 
the  yard. 

Question.  Do  you  know  whether  Savage  brought  his  bids  for  the  other 
bureaus  that  morning  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  They  did  not  open  in  the  other  bureaus  at  the  same  time. 
There  was  only  one  other  bureau  where  they  had  an  opening  on  that  day. 

The  witness  continued  as  follows : 

Subsequently  Mr.  Far  well  submitted  a  further  statement  in  explanation  of 
his  evidence,  and  remaiks  upon  other  evidence  already  given,  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  received,  and  decided  to  report,  except  personal  reflections  upon  others 
who  had  testified,  which  the  committee  deemed  irrelevant  and  impertinent,  and 
have  erased  from  the  statement  which  follows. 

If  the  committee  will  allow  me,  I  will  briefly  notice  the  analytical  or  fourth 
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pamphlet,  and  also  the  testimony  of  Mr.  F.  W.  Smith,  of  the  firm  of  Smith 
Brothers. 


Class  forty-one — asli  oars,  at  Washington. 

Oars  are  received  difPerently  at  the  several  yards.  In  some,  the  sample  is  a 
finished  oar;  in  others,  only  a  split  rafter.  The  former  are  much  more  expen¬ 
sive  than  the  latter. 

The  contractor  at  Portsmouth  has  asked  to  be  relieved  from  his  contract,  as 
he  would  lose  much  money  if  compelled  to  fill  it ;  hence  it  is  a  false  conclusion 
of  Mr.  Smith,  that  the  difference  in  the  prices  between  the  two  yards  (Ports¬ 
mouth  and  Washington)  is  a  loss  to  the  government.  First,  because  they  are 
different  articles ;  and  secondly,  because  the  loss  falls  upon  this  low  contractor. 

Tools  for  stores  at  New  York. 

The  price  of  jack-screws  may  have  depended  on  the  sample.  To  what  ex¬ 
tent  the  high  price  (if  the  value  Mr.  Smith  gives  is  true)  may  have  been 
reduced  in  other  articles,  making  it  the  lowest  bid,  can  only  be  told  by  hardware 
men,  and  Mr.  Smith  was  not  so  prompt  in  pointing  out  the  low  prices  that  may 
have  compensated. 

Zinc  and  tin,  class  thirty-one,  Kittery. 

The  copper  and  the  tin  appear  to  have  been  the  principal  articles  in  this  class, 
and  whether  Smith’s  statement  of  value  is  true  is  not  known.  It  was  awarded 
to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  although  so  convenient  for  Mr.  Smith  to  deliver,  he 
did  not  bid.  Why  he  declined  to  bid  at  his  market  rates,  or  at  ail,  is  best 
known  to  him,  as  large  amounts  of  the.  articles  named  in  this  class  have  been 
purchased  of  him  in  open  market. 

Glass,  class  forty-one.  New  York. 

Mr.  Smith  does  not  give  a  price  for  the  magazine  lenses,  which  he  regards  as 
high,  but  takes  the  lowest  bid  at  another  place,  and,  with  great  mercantile,  sim¬ 
plicity  and  candor,  assumes  that  as  the  market  price.  The  committee  will 
readily  see  that  his  statement — that  the  difference  in  the  prices  is  a  loss  to  the 
government — is  not  true,  especially  as  the  value  of  the  article  depends  on  the 
sample.  • 

Smith  bases  his  statement  on  the  idea  that  it  was  common  window  glass ; 
whereas  the  specifications  and  contract  distinctly  say,  “  double  thick,  first 
quality  Baltimore  glass.”  That  was  the  printed  specification  on  which  bids 
were  invited,  which  fact,  Mr.  Smith,  scrupulously  anxious  to  avoid  saying  too 
much,  failed  to  state  at  all. 

Mr.  Smith,  on  page  thirty-eight  of  his  testimony,  would  seem  to  exhibit  a 
great  want  of  candor.  Where  all  the  bids  for  a  given  class  are  regarded  by 
him  as  high,  he  fixes  prices  to  suit  himself,  and  states  the  difference  to  be  ‘'a 
’  loss  todhe  government.”  Where  he  finds  a  class  bid  high  for  at  one  yard,  and 
loiver  at  another,  than  the  prices  fixed  by  him,  he  abandons  his  own  prices,  and 
assumes  that  the  difference  between  the  high  bid  at  one  yard,  and  low  bid  at 
another,  “is  a  loss  to  the  government.” 

Hardware,  at  Philadelphia,  class  thirty-three. 

Mr.  Smith  says  the  copper  tacks  contracted  for  in  this  class  at  seventy-five 
cents  per  pound  are  worth  fifty-eight  to  sixty-three,  when,  in  their  own  contract 
at  Boston,  made  several  months  previous,  when  everything  was  much  lower, 
they  stand  at  seventy  cents.  The  committee  will  thus  judge  whether  their  as¬ 
sumed  prices  are  quite  reliable. 
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•  Class  twenty -jive  ^  iron,  Brooklyn, 

This  class  was  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  the  loss  to  the  government 
will  he  tested  by  the  accuracy  of  Mr.  Smith’s  statement. 

Iron  is  an  article  competed  for  by  many  parties.  The  bid  of  David  W.  W eiss 
was  guaranteed  by  J oseph  Tuckerman  and  Uucius  Tuckerman,  and  certified  by 
Isaac  Henderson,  the  navy  agent  at  New  York.  Beyond  this  nothing  is  known 

of  him.  .  ^ 

Class  twenty-six,  steel,  Brooklyn,  referred  to  on  page  fifty-nine  of  Smith’s 
testimony,  the  steel  lias  all  been  delivered,  and  fairness  would  have  offset  this 
against  his  high  prices. 

If  parties  do  not  think  it  advisable  to  bid  for  articles  at  the  yards  where  they 
reside,  or  elsewhere,  or  if  they  combine  to  induce  other  parties  to  refrain  from 
competing,  the  department  cannot  know  it,  neither  has  it  power  to  prevent  such 
combinations. 

Mr.  Smith,  in  his  fourth  pamphlet,  speaks  of  Stover,  Scofield,  Savage  and 
Hollins,  as  constituting  a  “  ring,”  and  distinctly  intimated  that  “  extraordinary 
facilities”  must  have  been  afforded  them  to  enable  them  to  bid  so  successfully. 

The  following  statement  of  bids  shows  that  the  classes  were  competed  for  by 
two  hundred  and  thirty-eight  bidders ; 

One  hundred  and  forty-four  of  the  bids  were  by  S.  S.  S.  &  Co.,  the  “  ring;” 
ninety-four  of  the  bids  were  by  other  parties. 

Th^  “ring”  obtained  twenty-three  classes,  being  about  sixteen  per  cent,  of 
their  number,  and  the  other  parties  obtained  twenty-nine  classes,  being  more 
than  twenty-nine  per  cent,  of  thek  number. 

This  statement  and  the  following  analysis  is  made  %o  show  how  groundless 
is  th^  imputation  of  “extraordinary  facilities”  for  the  “ring,”  made  by  Mr. 
Smith : 

Advertisement,  February  13,  1863. — Kittery. — Five  classes  were  for  lumber, 
and  were  competed  for  only  by  lumber  dealers.  Fourteen  classes  were  com¬ 
peted  for  by  sixty-six  competitors.  Thirty-six  of  these  were  members  of  the 
“  ring,”  and  thirty  were  “  outsiders.”  Two  classes  were  bid  for  by  the  “  ring” 
alone.  Of  the  fourteen  classes  the  “ring”  obtained  five,  and  the  “outsiders” 
nine.  Twenty-three  classes. 

Charlestown. — Five  classes  were  for  lumber,  and  were  competed  for  by  lum¬ 
ber  dealers  only.  Thirteen  classes  were  competed  for  by  seventy  competitors. 
Thirty-nine  of  this  number  were  members  of  the  “  ring,”  and  thirty-one  were 
“outsiders.”  Of  these  fourteen  classes  the  “ring”  got  four,  and  the  “out¬ 
siders”  gotten.  One  class  was  bid  for  by  the  “ring”  only.  Nineteen  classes. 

Brooklyn. — Ten  classes  were  for  lumber,  and  lumber  men  only  competed  for 
them.  Thirteen  classes  were  bid  for  by  the  “ring”  only,  and  for  two  of  these 
there  was  but  a  single  bidder.  Two  classes  were  competed  for  by  eight  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  “ring,”  and  two  “outsiders,”  and  the  “outsiders”  got  one. 
Twenty-five  classes. 

F uiladelphia. — Six  classes  were  for  lumber,  and  competed  for  only  by  lum¬ 
ber  dealers.  Fom’teen  classes  were  competed  for  by  forty-four  members  of  the 
“ring,”  and  twenty-one  were  “outsiders.”  The  “ring”  got  nine,  the  “out¬ 
siders”  five.  Twenty  classes. 

Washington. — Five  classes  had  but  a  single  bidder.  Eight  classes  were  com¬ 
peted  for  by  nineteen  members  of  the  “  ring,”  and  nine  “  outsiders.”  The 
“ring”  got  four,  and* the  “outsiders”  four.  Thirteen  classes. 
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June  1,  1864. 

Ira  Murdock  recalled  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Hale : 

Question.  State  any  facts  in  your  knowledge  which  tend  to  prove  that  bid¬ 
ders  at  the  several  bureaus  of  the  Navy  Department  may  have  had  any  knowl¬ 
edge  of  any  bids  before  theirs  were  put  in. 

Answer.  At  the  opening  of  the  bids  in  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering, 
early  in  the  spring  of  1863 — I  cannot  give  the  exact  date — there  were  bids  re¬ 
ceived  and  accepted  on  the  day  after  the  bids  generally  had  been  opened  and 
entered  on  the  schedules,  and  by  parties  who  were  present  at  the  day  of  the 
opening,  the  day  previous.  Among  them  I  remember  bids  from  Mr.  Stover  for 
classes  at  the  Washington  yard,  in  connexion  with  others  which  I  cannot  now 
call  to  mind.  I  remember,  too,  that  he  had  no  bids  for  that  yard  entered  on 
the  schedule  on  the  day  of  the  opening,  and  that  all  the  bids  which  were  de¬ 
posited  and  accepted  on  the  morning  after  were  successful.  I  remember,  too, 
that  Mr.  Neally,  who  had  charge  of  the  bids,  threw  out  one  or  two  classes  on 
account  of  the  prices  being  exorbitant.  He  took  the  responsibility  to  throw 
them  out  himself,  for  the  reason  that  there  were  no  other  bidders  for  the  class 
but  Mr.  Stover’s. 

At  the  two  openings  when  I  was  present,  but  more  especially  the  opening  in 
June  of  last  year,  there  were  a  large  number  of  persons  present,  and  every  one 
in  the  room  had  the  liberty  to  take  the  bids,  after  they  had  been  opened  and 
read,  and  examine  them,  and  even  to  take  them  out  of  the  room  into  an  adjoin¬ 
ing  room  ;  and  I  remember  distinctly  that  Mr.  Ellis,  who  had  a  bid  in  for  two 
or  three  classes,  can^e  to  me  and  protested  against  the  thing  being  allowed,  for 
the  reason  that  there  was  a  party  whom  he  did  not  know  in  the  room,  who  had 
all  his  bids,  and  was  sitting  at  Mr.  Isherwood’s  table  with  a  pen  in  his*  hand, 
copying  and  examining  the  bids.  And  there  were  times  when  every  person  in 
the  room  had  bids  of  their  own  or  others  in  their  hands,  which  they  read  and 
examined  at  their  leisure. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  Were  you  in  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering  at  that  time  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Who  was  the  head  of  that  bureau  then  ? 

Answer.  Mr.  Isherwood. 

Question.  Who  was  present  at  the  time  those  bids  were  opened  ? 

Answer.  I  cannot  name  them.  There  were  very  few  of  them  that  I  knew. 
Mr.  Isherwood,  Mr.  Neally,  and  Mr.  Deeble,  from  the  Bureau  of  Construction, 
were  those  who  officiated  at  the  opening. 

Question.  Were  you  there  also? 

Answer.  I  was  not  in  the  room.  •  I  was  in  the  adjoining  room. 

Question.  You  say  that  after  the  daj^f  the  opening  bids  from  Stover,  or 
some  other  parties,  were  received  for  those  same  contracts  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  from  Stover,  and  other  parties,  I  think. 

Question.  How  do  you  know  that? 

Answer.  Because  I  remember  their  being  brought  into  the  room  and  handed 
to  Mr.  Isherwood  when  Mr.  Neally  and  myself  were  present,  on  the  morning 
after. 

Question.  You  say  that  those  bids  were  given  in  on  the  day  after  the  bids 
generally  had  been  opened,  an^  all  the  persons  present  there  had  seen  them  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Was  anything  said  about  it  at  the  time  ? 

Answer.  There  was  some  discussion, between  Mr.  Isherwood  and  Mr.  Neally 
at  the  time,  as  the  bids  had  not  been  opened  before,  and  finally  Mr.  Isherwood 
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handed  them  to  Mr.  Neally  and  told  him  to  enter  them  on  the  schedule.  I 
cannot  say  whether  Mr.  Isherwood  opened  them  himself,  but  Mr.  Neally  en¬ 
tered  them. 

Question.  Who  made  that  remark — to  take  them,  and  open  them,  and  enter 
them  on  the  schedule  ? 

Answer.  Mr.  Isherwood. 

Question.  Was  there  anything  said  by  any  one  there  about  their  being  re¬ 
ceived  the  day  after  the  bids  were  opened  ? 

Answer.  No,  sir.  They  were  brought  in  by  a  gentleman  representing  Mr. 
Stover,  who  took  them  to  3Ir.  Isherwood,  and  told  him  there  was  a  mistake  in 
their  not  having  been  brought  in  the  day  before. 

Question.  What  was  that  gentleman’s  name  1 

Answer.  Ainsworth  Brown.  He  was  Mr.  Stover’s  chief  clerk. 

Question.  He  said  there  was  a  mistake  in  handing  them  in  ? 

Answer.  I  think  he  gave  a  very  good  excuse,  which  I  do  not  precisely  re¬ 
member,  as  to  his  handing  them  in,  but  I  remember  the  discussion  which  arose 
after,  as  to  whether  they  ought  to  be  accepted  or  not. 

Question.  Between  whom  was  that  discussion  ] 

Answer.  Between  Mr.  Neally  and  Mr.  Isherwood. 

Question.  State  what  each  of  them  said  about  it.  ^ 

Answer.  But  very  few  words  passed.  I  cannot  remember  them. 

Question.  Give  the  substance. 

Answer.  I  only  remember  that  ISIr.  Neally  asked  if  they  should  be  accepted, 
and  Mr.  Isherwood,  after  hesitation,  said  they  had  better  be  opened. 

Question.  You  say  that  Brown,  you  think,  made  a  remark  that  it  was  a  mis¬ 
take  that  they  had  not  been  handed  in  the  day  before.  To  whom  did  he  make 
that  remark  ? 

Answer.  I  think  he  was  addressing  Mr.  Isherwood. 

Question.  This  was  in  the  spring  of  1863  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  know  where  Mr.  Browm  is  now  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not.  It  is  said  that  he  is  out  of  the  country. 

Question.  Was  Mr.  Stover  there  on  the  day  of  the  opening  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  think  he  was.  I  do  not  remember  his  being  present. 

Question.  Was  Mr.  Brown  there'? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  I  cannot  state  to  you  the  discussion  or  remarks  which  oc¬ 
curred,  for  the  reason  that  I  thought  nothing  of  the  matter  at  the  time ;  but 
Mr.  Neally  afterwards  called  my  attention  to  the  fact  of  their  being  all  for  the 
Washington  yard,  and  being  all  successful  bids.  The  idea  of  their  being  ac¬ 
cepted  as  they  were  created  some  talk  between  Mr.  Neally  and  myself.^ 

Question.  You  were  examined  here  once  before,  and  you  said  nothing  then 
about  this  circumstance. 

Answer.  No,  sir;  and  my  attention  was  only  recalled  to  it  after  reading  the 
recent  debate  in  the  Senate  between  Jlir.  Hale  and  Mr.  Grimes,  and  by  a  ques¬ 
tion  put  to  me  this  morning  by  Mr.  Hale. 

By  Mr.  Buckalew  : 

Question.  Do  I  understand  that  the  aggregates  were  taken  down  before  the 
bids  were  handed  to  the  bidders  for  examination  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  the  aggregates  before  the  corrections  were  made. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle  : 

Question.  How  long. were  you  in  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering  ? 

Answer.  From  the  time  it  was  established  until  June  or  July  last,  and  in  the 
office  of  the  engineer  in  chief  for  some  three  years  previous. 

Question.  When  was  this  bureau  established  1 
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Answer.  I  think  in  August,  1862,  the  bureaus  were  reorganized. 

Question.  At  the  March  or  spring  letting  of  1863,  of  which  you  have 
spoken,  were  the  bidders  present  to  see  the  bids  opened  1 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  I  understood  your  statement  on  that  subject  to  relate  to  the  June 
letting. 

Answer.  I  stated  that  at  the  June  letting  there  were  a  great  number  present, 
and  the  bids  were  more  freely  separated  and  handled  from  the  Fact  that  there 
were  a  great  many  present. 

Question.  Then  you  mean  to  say  that  bidders  were  present  at  both  those  let¬ 
tings,  but  that  more  were  present  at  the  June  letting  than  at  the  former  one? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  but  at  the  June  letting  they  were  very  strict  in  regard  to 
receiving  bids,  and  received  none  after  four  o’clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  day 
before  the  opening.  There  was  a  strict  order  issued  in  regard  to  them.  We 
even  took  the  precaution  to  send  to  the  post  office,  at  four  o’clock  that  after¬ 
noon,  and  get  a  certificate  from  the  postmaster  that  all  communications  had  been 
taken  from  the  box  of  the  bureau — a  precaution  which  was  not  taken  at  the  foY- 
mer  opening. 

Question.  Were  those  the  only  two  openings  while  you  were  in  the  bureau? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  ‘ 


;  June  2,  1864. 

Ira  Murdock  recalled  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Since  your  examination,  yesterday  evening,  has  your  attention  been 
more  particularly  called  to  the  transaction  of  which  you  then  spoke  than  it  was 
before  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Was  not  the  bureau  of  which  Mr.  Isherwood  was  the  chief  a 
branch  of  the  bureau  of  which  Mr.  Lenthall  was  chief? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  and  the  advertising  was  all  done  by  Mr.  Lenthall. 

Question.  Was  not  the  bureau  then  under  Mr.  Lenthall  called  the  Bureau  of 
Construction,  Equipment  and  Repair  ?  Was  it  not  all  one  bureau  at  the  time 
of  the  advertising  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  or  not.  I  only  know  that  Mr. 
Lenthall  issued  the  advertisement  for  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering. 

Question.  When  the  bids  were  put  in,  do  you  know  whether  some  of  them 
which  were  intended  for  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering  were  delivered  in 
fact  to  Mr.  Lenthall? 

Answer.  I  know  there  were  some  bids  in  Mr.  Lenthall’s  bureau  that  belonged 
to  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering.  • 

Question.  They  had  all  been  under  one  bureau  previous  to  that  time,  and  the 
advertising  was  issued  by  Mr.  Lenthall’s  bureau  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Was  that  the  spring  opening  of  1863  of  which  you  speak,  the  first 
opening  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  of  which  Mr.  Isherwood 
was  chief? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Now,  to  come  more  particularly  to  the  transaction  of  which  you 
spoke  in  relation  to  the  bid  put  in  by  Mr.  Brown  in  behalf  of  Stover,  on  having 
your  attention  more  particularly  called  to  it,  do  you  remember  the  mistake 
which  Brown  asserted  was  the  reason  why  the  bid  had  not  been  handed  in  to 
Mr.  Isherwood  ? 
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Answer.  I  remember,  since  having  my  attention  called  to  the  fact  last  evening, 
that  the  claim  which  he  made  was  that  the  bid  was  deposited  originally  in  Mr. 
Lenthall’s  bureau. 

Question.  Did  he  claim  that  the  bid  had  been  delivered  in  time,  delivered  the 
day  before  ? 

Answer.  He  claimed  that  the  bid  had  been  delivered  to  Mr.  Lenthall’s  bureau, 
and  was  found  among  his  bids  at  the  opening,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  been 
delivered  to  Mr.  Isherwood. 

Question.  When  Mr.  Brown  came  into  Mr.  Isherwood’s  bureau  and  saw  Mr. 
Neally  there,  did  not  Mr.  Farwell,  the  chief  clerk  of  Mr.  Lenthall’s  bureau, 
come  in  with  him  1 

Answer.  I  think  Mr.  Farwell  was  in  before  Mr.  Brown  came  in. 

Question.  On  reflection,  was  it  not  Mr.  Farwell,  in  fact,  that  brought  the  bid 
into  Mr.  Isherwood’s  bureau  in  his  hand  ? 

Answer.  I  neither  saw  Mr.  Farwell  nor  Mr.  Brown  bring  in  the  bid  in  his 
hand.  My  reason  for  saying  that  Mr.  Brown  brought  the  bid  into  the  bureau 
was,  that  at  the  time  my  attention  was  called  to  the  remarks  between  himself 
and  Mr.  Neally,  he  had  in  his  hand  what  I  supposed  to  be  the  bids,  and  which 
probably  were.  They  may  have  been  brought  in  to  Mr.  Neally  or  taken  from 
Mr.  Neally’s  desk.  On  reflection  I  cannot  say  positively  that  he  brought  in 
the  bids.  I^only  saw  him  with  what  I  supposed  to  be  the  bids  in  his  hands,  at 
the  time  my  attention  was  called. 

Question.  When  he  was  arguing  or  talking  with  Mr.  Neally  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  and  I, supposed  he  had  then  brought  in  the  bids. 

Question.  On  reflection,  now,  you  say  that  you  recollect  Mr.  Farwell  coming 
in  before  Mr.  Brown  ? 

Answer.  I  remember  Mr.  Farwell  coming  in  two  or  three  times  with  bids 
from  his  bureau,  but  what  bids  they  were  I  do  not  know.  I  also  remember 
that  Mr.  Isherwood  sent  me  several  times  to  Mr.  Lenthall’s  bureau  with  bids 
which  were  deposited  in  his  bureau  through  mistake,  but  were  not  discovered, 
of  course,  until  after  the  envelopes  were  opened. . 

Question.  When  Brown  was  there  talking  with  Mr.  Neally  had  Mr.  Isher¬ 
wood  come  in  at  that  time,  or  did  he  come  in  after  that  ? 

Answer.  He  came  in  after  that,  and  I  think  Mr.  Farwell  was  in  the  room  at 
that  time. 

Question.  When  Mr.  Brown  was  arguing  this  matter  about  receiving  the  bids 
with  Mr.  Neally,  what  did  Mr.  Neally  say  ?  Did  Mr.  Neally  object  to 
receiving  them  1 

Answer.  He  made  objection  to  receiving  them  without  reference  to  Mr. 
Isherwood. 

Question.  What  did  Mr.  Isherwood  say  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember  anything  that  Mr.  Isherwood  did  say.  I  think 
the  conversation  occurred  in  his  own  room.  I  cannot  call  to  mind  any  talk 
between  Mr.  Isherwood  and  Mr.  Neafty. 

Question.  In  this  matter  of  arguing  with  Mr.  Neally  and  Mr.  Isherwood 
about  the  propriety  of  receiving  the  bids,  did  not  this  man  Brown  say  that  they 
were  put  in  in  time  in  Mr.  Lenthall’s  bureau,  and  he  was  not  to  blame  for  that 
mistake  ? 

Answer.  He  said  they  were  deposited  with  his  other  bids  in  Mr.  Lenthall’s 
bureau. 

Question.  And  that  it  was  such  a  mistake  as  that  they  ought  not  to  exclude 
his  bids  for  that  reason  1 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  You  do  not  remember  what  remark  Mr.  Isherwood  made  about  it  1. 

Answer.  I  do  not. 
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June  2,  1864. 

B.  F.  IsHERWOOD  recalled  and  examined.  ' 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  Do  you  remember  the  occasion  of  a  bid  being  brought  into  your 
office  the  next  morning  after  you  commenced  your  opening,  which  was  alleged 
to  have  been  filed  with  Mr.  Lenthall — a  bid  for  Mr.  Stover  'f- 

Answer.  I  have  a  very  indistinct  recollection  of  Mr.  Farwell  bringing  some 
bid  to  me.  Whether  it  was  Mr.  Stover’s  bid,  or  whose  it  was,  I  cannot  now  say. 
It  has  passed  from  my  mind.  I  have  been  endeavoring  to  recollect  the  name, 
but  I  cannot.  I  know  that  he  brought  some  bid  that  had  been  sent  to  their 
bureau  with  other  bids,  and  upon  opening  it,  they  finding  that  it  belonged  to 
my  bureau,  he  brought  it  in  to  me.  That  was  in  my  own  office. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  that  there  was  some  question  or  some  discussion 
with  any  person  as  to  whether  a  certain  bid  should  be  or  should  not  be  received 
by  you,  between  Mr.  Neally  and  yourself,  or  some  person  1 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  now  whether  any  such  discussion  took  place  or 
not;  but  the  simple  fact  would  have  been  to  ascertain  whether  .that  bid  had 
been  sent  in  due  course  of  mail  with  other  bids  to  the  other  bureau  by  mistake ; 
and  if  it  had  been,  there  would  be  no  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  receiving 
it ;  it  would  have  been  a  mere  mistake  in  its  address,  which  was  yery  easy  to 
be  made  in  view  of  the  circumstance  of  the  division  of  the  bureaus. 

Question.  Do  you  know  a  man  by  the  name  of  Ainsworth  Brown  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  him. 

Question.  Do  you  know  Stover? 

Answer.  I  know  him  by  sight.  He  has  been  in  my  office  frequently.  I 
know  him  more  particularly  with  regard  to  contracts  for  steam  machinery  that 
he  executed  for  the  government.  I  do  not  think  I  ever  had  any  conversation 
with  him. 

Question.  You  do  not  call  to  mind  the  name  of  the  person  whose  bid  you  are 
speaking  of  as  being  sent  to  the  other  bureau  1 

Answer.  No,  sir.  I  merely  recollect  the  general  fact  now  of  Mr.  Farwell 
having  brought  in  some  bid  from  the  Bureau  of  Construction  which  had  been 
sent  to  that  bureau  by  mistake,  and  which  belonged  to  my  bureau. 

Question.  Where  they  had  already  been  sent  in  in  time,  on  the  day  fixed  in 
the  advertisement,  did  you  ever  give  directions  to  have  any  bid  received  and 
scaled  that  was  brought  into  the  department  after  the  day  fixed  ^ 

Answer.  Never.  I  never  received  any  that  was  offered  after  the  opening 
commenced,  not  even  on  the  same  day.  When  the  opening  once  commences, 
when  the  first  seal  is -broken,  all  further  bids  are  excluded. 

Question.  And  any  bid  that  may  have  been  brought  into  your  office  after  the 
opening  commenced  was  a  bid  which  had  been  filed  by  mistake  in  some  other 
bureau  of  the  department,  but  filed  in  time  ?. 

Answer.  These  bids  that  we  are  now  referring  to  in  these  two  bureaus  were 
opened  on  the  same  day.  The  bids  for  my  bureau  were  comparatively  few, 
quite  insignificant  compared  with  the  others.  We  got  through  ours  the  first 
day.  The  other  bureau  took  two  days  to- open  theirs,  and,  of  course,  until  they 
did  open  them  they  could  not  tell  to  whom  they  belonged,  nor  to  which  branch 
of  the  bureau  they  ought  to  go. 

Question.  The  old  bureau,  under  the  charge  of  Mr.  Lenthall,  was  a  bureau  of 
construction,  steam  engineering,  and  repairs? 

Answer.  All  the  functions  that  now  belong  to  the  three  distinct  Bureaus  of 
Construction,  Equipment,  and  Steam  Engineering,  then  belonged  to  the  Bureau 
of  Construction  aloiie,  which  was  under  Mr.  Lenthall. 

Question.  Your  bureau,  which  is  the  Bureau  of  Steam  Engineering,  branched 
off  from  his  bureau  just  about  this  time  ? 
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'  Answer.  It  was  a  sub-office  of  his  bureau  previously,  and  had  then  just  been 
erected  into  an  independent  bureau.  This  was  the  first  bidding  after  the  sepa¬ 
ration. 

Question.  Who  issued  the  advertisements  for  this  bidding  for  both  these 
branches  of  the  old  bureau  ? 

Answer.  Mr.  Lenthall  issued  the  advertisements  for  that  bidding.  All  since 
have  been  issued  by  me. 

Question.  Were  the  advertisements  in  this  bidding  issued  just  as  they  had 
previously  been,  as  if  it  was  but  one  bureau  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 


June  2,  1864. 

A.  B.  Farwell  recalled  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  You  were  chief  clerk  of  the  bureau  of  which  Mr.  Lenthall  was  the 
head  at  the  time  of  the  advertisement  spoken  of,  as  I  understand  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  I  was. 

Question.  You  may  state  whether  all  the  advertisements  for  that  bidding  of 
the  early  spring  of  1863  were  issued  by  your  bureau,  of  which  Mr.  Lenthall 
was  chief. 

Answer.  They  were  all  issued  from  our  bureau. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  the  circumstance  of  a  certain  bid  that  was  put 
in  by  one  Ainsworth  Brown,  in  behalf  of  Stover,  in  the  spring  of  1863  ? 

Answer.  I  remember  that  Mr.  Ainsworth  Broy>^n  brought  all  of  Stover’s  bids 
there  at  that  opening. 

Question.  On  what  day  did  he  bring  the  bids  there  1 

Answer.  He  brought  them-  there  on  the  morning  of  the  13th  of  March,  1863, 
the  morning  on  which  the  opening  commenced. 

Question.  Before  any  opening  had  taken  place  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir.  • 

Question.  With  whom  were  they  filed  ? 

,  Answer.  With  Mr.  Lenthall. 

Question.  Brown  acted  as  agent  for  Stover  ? 

Answer.  He  said  he  was  Mr.  Stover’s  chief  clerk. 

Question.  I  believe  you  have  already  stated  that  the  openings  by  Mr.  Len¬ 
thall  were  made  in  your  presence  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  the  opening  of  Stover’s  bids  in  your  bureau  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  remember  the  opening  of  Stover’s  bids  any  more  distinctly 
than  I  do  the  opening  of  others.  I  remember  that  his  were  opened. 

Question.  On  the  opening  of  those  bids  will  you  state  whether  you  found  that 
he  had  put  in  bids  for  matters  which  belonged  to  Mr.  Isherwood’s  bureau,  and 
for  what  yard  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  but  I  do  not  remember  the  yard.  I  only  remember  that  in 
Mr.  Stover’s  bids  we  found  proposals  belonging  to  Mr.  Isherwood’s  bureau. 

Question.  Can  you  state  what  was  done  with  those  bids  that  belonged  to  Mr. 
Isherwood’s  bureau? 

Answer.  That  bid  of  Mr.  Stover  was  opened  on  the  second  day  of  our  open¬ 
ings. 

Question.  You  are  sure  it  was  filed  on  the  first  day? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir,  they  were  all  filed  together.  We  never  took  any  bids  into 
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the  bureau  after  we  commenced  opening ;  and  when  those  are  torn  off  they  were  r- 
found  to  contain  bids  for  lettered  classes.  Our  own  bids  were  all  for  figure 
classes,  and  in  the  other  two  bureaus  the  classes  were  lettered.  These  were’ 
torn  off  by  Mr.  Leiithall,  and  he  ordered  me  to  take  them  into  Mr.  Isherwood’s  • 
bureau.  I  did  so,  and  offered  them  to  Mr.  Neally,  Mr.  Isherwood’s  chief  clerk. 

Question.  On  which  day  did  you  take  them  in  ? 

Answer.  On  the  second  day  of  our  opening.  When  I  got  in  there  Mr.  Neal¬ 
ly  declined  to  take  them,  saying  that  they  had  closed  their  opening.  I  said 
to  him  that  Mr.  Lentliall  had  torn  them  from  our  bids — that  they  belonged  to  his 
bureau.  He  said  that,  as  they  had  got  through,  he  would  not  take  them,  but  I 
might  hand  them  to  Mr.  Isherwood.  Mr.  Isherwood  was  then  out,  but  he  came 
in  while  I  was  there  talking  with  Mr.  Neally,  and  I  handed  them  to  him.  Say¬ 
ing  “  these  belong  to  your  bureau,”  and  I  immediately  went  out. 

Question.  Do  you  remember  whether  Mr.  Brown  went  in  with  you  or  not  ? 

Answer.  My  recollection  is  that  Mr.  Brown  came  in  while  I  was  there ;  he 
came  in  while  I  was  going  out  of  the  door,  and  he  said  he  was  going  in  to  see 
that  his  bids  were  properly  scaled. 

Question.  Was  Mr.  Murdock  there  at  the  time? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir ;  Mr.  Murdock  was  sitting  at  what  is  called  the  engineer’s 
desk,  his  back  to  us. 

Question.  State  what  occurred — what  did  Brown  say  on  the  subject? 

Answer.  When  I  started  to  go  out  of  the  door  Brown  wanted  me  to  say  to 
Mr.  Isherwood  that  they  had  been  torn  from  our  bids,  as  they  were.  I  told 
him  that  I  had  already  said  that  to  Mr.  Isherwood,  and  I  recollect  saying  to 
Mr.  Isherwood  that  my  opinion  was  that  they  had  better  be  scaled,  and,  if 
they  had  any  doubts,  submit  the  question  to  the  department  whether  they 
should  be  accepted. 

Question.  What  did  Mr.  Isherwood  reply  to  that  ? 

Answer.  I  think  Mr.  Isherwood  told  Mr.  Neally  to  scale  them,  and  they 
would  afterwards  settle  whether  they  ought  to  be  received  or  not. 

Question.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  carried  in  those  bids  yourself,  of 
Stover,  and  handed  them  to  Mr.  Neally  ? 

Answer.  I  carried  them  in  myself.  I  offered  them  to  Mr  Neally.  He 
declined  to  take  them,  and  I  then  handed  them  to  Mr.  Isherwood.  They  never 
went  into  Brown’s  hands  until  they  had  been  in  Mr.  Isherwood’s.  There  were 
bids  of  many  parties  torn  off  in  the  same  way  for  Mr.  Isherwood’s  bureau  and 
the  Bureau  of  Equipment. 

Question.  The  bids  came  into  your  bureau,  it  would  seem,  just  as  they  had 
formerly,  before  the  division  of  the  bureau;  and  then  looking  over  those  bids, 
seeing  some  for  constrtfction,  some  for  engineering,  and  some  for  equipment, 
you  separated  the  classes  and  sent  them  around  to  the  different  bureaus  where 
they  properly  belonged  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  As  to  this  particular  bid  of  Stover’s  which  Brown  represented,  are 
you  positive  that  it  was  put  in  on  the  first  day  ? 

Answer.  I  am  positive  that  it  was  put  in  there  in  the  morning  with  all 
Stover’s  bids.  They  were  all  put  in  together  by  Mr.  Brown.  We  never  took 
a  bid  in  our  bureau  after  the  openings  commenced.  Bids  have  been  received 
at  our  bureau  by  mail  arriving  there  the  next  day  and  have  been  scaled,  leaving 
half  a  dozen  lines  between  the  regular  scale  and  those  that  came  in  late,  and 
the  words  “  Received  too  late”  wmre  marked  opposite  to  them,  and  they  were 
never  considered  in  the  awarding  of  contracts. 
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JUx\E  2,  1864. 

Ira  Murdock  recalled  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  Doolittle : 

Question.  On  your  lieariog  Mr.  Farwell  state  the  facts  in  relation  to  what 
occurred  there,  does  your  recollection  agree  with  his  as  to  what  he  states  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  sir;  I  should  like  to  look  at  the  scale  of  that  bidding.  [Scale 
shown  to  witness.]  On  examining  the  original  scale,  I  find  that  Mr.  Stover 
hid  for  four  classes,  that  two  were  awarded  to  him,  and  on  one  class  he  was  not 
a  successful  bidder.  On  the  remaining  class  the  bid  was  thrown  out,  there 
being  no  competitor  and  the  price  being  exorbitant.  On  further  reflection  and 
examination  of  the  scale,  I  desire  to  make  this  correction  of  the  statement  I 
made  yesterday. 
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